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The Doctrine of Justification in Luther and the Council of Trent

LY

Abstract

The debate between Luther and the Council of Trent arose in part out of
the theologies of Late Scholasticism. The antipelagian interpretation of
the dectrine, unchallenged in the West from the time of St. Augustine was
vitiated by the nominalist experiment by William of Ockham and his more
moderate successors, Biel, Cerson and Geiler. Their emphasis on the import~
ance and freedom pf man could also be found in humanism and in aysticisn.

The augustinian school was still important and Staupitz stressed the coven-
antal status of the Christ event.

Luther's own interpretation of the doctrine went even Iurther than St.
Augustine in emphasising the divine role. The whole man without Christ is
a sinner; +the whole man with Christ is totally righteous, through the right-
eousness of God imputed to him by God through faith. Only such a justified
man is able to perform good works.

The Council of Trent, not uninfluenced by nominalism, replied by giV§ng
an important role to man in his justification, even admitting the possibility
of a de congruo claim on justification through good works. The council still
left a major place for God.

The insights of modern theology and psychology provide us with material
_for a critique. Luther was surely right in his analysis of the role of
faith and the relationship with God that it presupposes. HNonetheless both
parties failed fully to appreciate the communal and eschatologiczl dimensions

t0 the doctrine.
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CHAPTER 1

THE NOMINALIST BACKGROUND
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There is no beginning to the history of the doctrine of justification.
Since fhe Gospel was first preached, the theme of the reconciliation between
man and God has been at its centre. The history of man's quest for Jjust-
ification has, however, an even longef history than this and could, I suppose,
be traced back to almost the beginning of man. All this, however, lies far
outside the scope of this thesis, for our concern is with the doctrine pre-
sented by Luther and the Council of Trent. We do, however, consider it
necessary fo say something concerning the nominalist approach to justifi-
cation, for not only were the nominalists influential in the history of
Luther and Trent, but they also illustrate many of.the difficulties which
these two had to face.

| There is inevitably dialogue between theology and the culture of the
age within which it is written. The theologian is himself part of the social
structure of a particular time and therefore cannot be unaffected by it.
The Christian Gospel is indeed for all menm, but it must also be addréssed
to particular men at a particular time; Christianity impinges on the lives
of men in different ways according to their social conditions and thought
forms. The late mediaeval and reformation periods are no exception.

There is continuity rather than discontinuity between the society(l)
of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries and that of their immediate
predecessors. The alleviation of the lot of the peasant, a consequence of
the black death; was short lived, for by the fturn of the sixteenth century

the population of Burope exceeded what it had been before the onset of the

epidemic. Peasant labour was no longer as scarce as it had been and was
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therefore qorresgopﬁ%ggly'}esg‘Yaluaple. Some of_tpy_a@yﬁn?ag?s_ggiped had
proved tg be pgrganepﬁi__fqr_gxamplg, ;n.Sopth Gg;mgny ?he contraetpal
relationship of the peasant with his Jord had become the norm. Nemetheless
the peasantry was again begiuning to feel the pinch, inflation having driven
landlorﬂs tp ;pgrgagg rents; _the gffgct pf ﬁpis vas_partiqulgr;y.felt_in
Nprthern,Gg;mapy_whgrghtpe;elw§§ no ggntrg; agﬁhori?y‘?) to protect peasant
rights. Such_pou;ﬁ; as there were, were psua;}y expggsiyp_and éorrupt.

The resylt“wgs_considerable social un:est. _Apocalyptic and egalitarian
movements Ilourisygd. The Eeasanté War of ;522 was merely the culmination
of a séries of ;ocal_risings,(3? so frequent in the previous half century,
round Lakg Constancg, in ?he Black Forgst, apd in Wurtemburg, Styria and
Carthingia. The Qifficulties were exacerbated by the lawlessness of society
as a whole and local and national wars creéted further hardships.

The peasantry were not the only class to suffer economic difficulties.
The landlords themselves and even the lesser nobility were not unaffected.
Indeed, the imperial knights(4) had never recovered from thg agrarian
recessibn of the thirteenth century, some in fact finding tﬁe@selves among
the peasantry, whilst others only retained their status by pillaging off
the local countryside. The artisans and the lesser craftsmen were the
victims of the growing poﬁers of the town guilds.

This was not without its repercussions on popular religion. In art
and drama, God was often portrayed as a mighty Judge before whom Everyman

mast finally kneel in terror at the Last Judgement Day.(S) His wrath, if at

all, could only be appeased by the passion of Christ, the merits of the
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saints, and thg §apramegta1 ministration; of the Church;(s) the latter often
being interp;eted'in a very mechanical way.

This can neve;theless be exaggerated; there'is evidence to suggest
that the par;sh priegﬁ of the sixteenth century was, ;f anything, better

(1)

educated than his fifteenth century predecessor, and some no doubt were

good. The atmosphere of gloom was far from total, for the festivals(s) of

the church, Christmas, Easter and Saints' days were occasions of colour and

splendour in what was for many a dull and hard life. s
On the whole, however, the church was ill equipped to meet the spiritual

needs of her members. As temporal landlord owning over a fifth of Europe,

she was herself party to some of the g;avest injustices. She was led by a

vast bureacratic(9) machinery whose object rarely arose above the accretion

of wealtﬁ and pow;r. The temporal schemes and ambitions of sﬁccessive popes

was yet another sign of the worldliness of the church of the period. The

mdnébtid.orders,(lo)

with some very notable exceptions, not only failed to
command the respect of those they were sent to serve, but were themselves
examples of the despair, lethargy and greed which was so endemic in the
church of thq time. While accounts(ll) of immorality within them are often
exaggerated, there can be no doubt that their best days seemed over. Even
Cardinal Pole believed that they could be left to decline to extinction.
Inadequate leadership, - a lack of spiritual fervour and the harshness

of the times all contributed to an ethos of despair. Lortz considers that

the dominant religious mood of the period was that of fearglz) There was

indeed a tremendous interest in personal salvation. Pilgrimages, relics,



4.

indnlgenees, ent?y-;yje"?e;?gieue o;ders end ?equiepe”—“all_we;e means
zealops;y used ﬁe-ePP?OPriete_the mercy of ngi mﬁhi;e fhe evidence for.a
significant moral decline is ambiguous, the sermons of the period reflect a
profound.diesatisfaction witﬁ the present morals and forecast a terrible
judgenent. {+3) o L
Mucp_of_the_abevehisle contipuetion ef the t;én@s tha# had a;ready
begun early in the feurteenth century. There were, however, two movements
in the latter part“of ﬁh;s century which vqul@"haye been difficult to foresee
in the thirteenth_eep#u;y. First in importance_ie ?he‘emergence of a middle
class.(14) Increaee in trade brought with it a new class organised into |
oligarchical guilde. The.new class had a certain book-keeping mentality
and provided a literate laity capable of creating their own cultural norms
and religious inclinations without reference to the eccleslastlcal
authorltles. The second movement was the renalslance (15) The munlflcence

-of the Itallan clty prlnce, not to say ¢ of succes31ve popes, encouraged a

newlfeyg_ef a??! ?ppee_inepi;at%on yee'c}ese;ca}f 'The_elassical background

intro@ueed_a newleonfiéepee.iq the_abi}i#y ef man to decide his own destiny.

It was ;g fp;s ep;fpra}_setﬁigg'that hnmanismlfegnd iﬁe_birthrp;ace and home.
The conditions and chamges of the time were inevitably mirrored on

the ;nﬁelleetue}_seepe. .Thelpnive:eitiee_;ef;eeted_the ?ncertainties of

the perlod. Many thlnkers were totally d13111u31oned with the incessant

blckerlngs between the establzshed phllosophles of the t1me£16) The Scotists,

Thomists and Albertists had already ceased to_exercise the influence which

they once bhad had; the lead had gone to the nominalists and nominalism was
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itself an expressiop of the.uncertainties and écepﬁbisnof the Age. Humanism
proved to be another vital factor in the intellegtug;_trends of the time,

while the devot%#’moderna provided a spirituality,';acking in many of the
traditional offices of the church. It is to these three movements, nominalism,
humanism and mysticism that we are to turn if we are to understand the
intellectual and religious resources of the time.

Nominalism is @ifficult to characterisef mIt never rea;ly became a
theological system, though there were nominalist systems pf thought. It was
more an approach to theology which found expressiop inla number of competing
theologies. Indeed there were few theologians even among its opponents who
were unaffected by the via moderna.

We see in noginalism an attempt to free God from the machinations(17)
of theological necessity; secondary causation, natural and.supernatural, were -
minimised in matters of faith to give greater freedom to God. Scepticism led
to a reluctance to make assertions about the nature and the activity of God;
paradoxically the result of this was often to give greater freedom to man.

If God was liberated from the labyrinths of metaphysics, so also was man.

Man could no longer be thought of as the mere recipient of supernaturally

infused virtues and habits.

Obermann(la) has tentatively suggested a number of nominalist schools.
While the groupings must be treated as provisional in the present state of

nominalist scholarship, they do at least illustrate the variety which is to

be found within the movement. William of Ockham and his immediate disciples,

including Robert Holcot, Thomas of Buckingham and Adam of Woodham form the

I
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first and the most radical of the nominalist groups.>:The views of this
.8chool weré_copdemned in the fifty-omne articles of'Avignpn; subsequently
few scholars advocated a theology so radical apd_unorthodox as this. The
second schoo;, the Par;sian one waé lgd by John of Ripa and Peter of Cordia,
but its influenge_was negligible and it therefore need not concern us. The
third school was that pf_Biel, Gerson and Geiler? wbich was the most influ-
ential. It was in this form that nominalism reached»the_pulpit and pene-
trated into the popp}a; religious disputes of the pe;iod. The final school
is right wing, augugtinian as well as nominalist ip_origin. Bradwardine and
Gregory of Rimini, while attacking the other schools of nominalism for
pelagianism, were so much influenced by them, that they can rightly be
regarded as nominalist themselves.

Philosophically,(19)near1y all the schools of nominalism followed the
lead of William of Ockham. He carried further than Scotus the reaction to
Thomism. While the latter still retained a2 metaphysical framework in which
to construct a natural theology, Ockham and his disciples dispensed with this
framework and with it natural theology. Duns had retained many of the trad-

itional categories, matter and form, potency and act, etcetera, but had

refused to apply them to God. Ockham, however, went much further in reject-
ing the categories themselves, asserting that as far as natural knowledge

was concerned, what mattered was the sovereignty of the individual thing,
and concerning the supernatural, faith was the sole arbiter. The result was

a dichotomy between the natural and the supernatural which made it impossible

to argue from the empirical for the existence of God.
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To a lesser or greater extent, this dissociat;on of matters of faith
from empirical knowledgg held good for nominalism as a whole, and this is
true even of tpe right wipg school. Bradwa:dine‘zq?_§9nied the reality of
secondary causatiop, making all action subject necessarily or contingently
to the divine wil}, the result of which was strangely_similar to that of
William of Ockham. By denying the reality oflthg empiricé]l Bradwardine also
isolated theologylfrom philosophy and metaphysics.

Our main concern ig not, however, with ph;;ospphy, bgj"with the
theolégy of jpstificatign£21) It_was here that nogipg;;sm was to make its
greatest attack pn_the receivea doctrines ofjthg_church. Whi;e there was
considerable disagreement over detgils, thghdqcf;ing of Justification was
presented at least in outline in much the same way from the time of St.
Augustine to Duns Scotus.

Man is a fallen creature, who can only be saved by divine grace. At
every stage of his spiritual pilgrimage, he is totally depene#ht on the
appropriate grace, if he is 10 proceed towards final glory._ Qracglis
ﬁpought 9f in_th?ee jgysi_ggne;g}_g:ag? or_thg_?gvour ;n which_God_holds
a1l his creatures (uncrested grace), special grace by which God leads
gllpws the predeg?ipp@ ﬁp_pe;sevgre to_thg end. Special grace is_further
suk@ividgd_iptq ggtpa}_gnﬁ_hab;ﬁgal grace, or operatiye or cooperative grace;
Only by tp?sg'grac§§“gap Pap_;ggph his heavenly de;tiny?

“By actualhgrgpe,_?he signgr is mpved to conjritipp,.a turning away

from sin and towards God; actual grace is in this instance, prevenient for
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it goes before anything that man can do to win salvation. Faith is then
/ﬁﬁfused with the habit of charity (habitual grace) and made active. Thus,
the sinner is changed from g state of unrighteousness to a state of right-
eousness. From this there follows logically, but not chronologieally, the
remission of sin.' Justification thus consists of the two twin and insep-
arable aspects, namely, the change from a state of unrighteousness to ene
of righteousness, and the forgiveness of sin. If the justified is to remain
in g state of grace, he must also be given final grace, the grace of per-
severence to guard him against mortal sin and perdition. This process,
that leads through baptism to life eternmal, is set in the sacramental con-
text of baptism and penance.

Justification was considered wholly gratuitous. Man could not earn
it, for it was a gift of righteousness and forgiveness from God. Only the
justified man could win or earn merit. Bven then he must still be in a
state of grace apd aided by actual grace. The deed too must be motivated
by faith and love, must be good in itself and performed voluntarily.
Election to the grace of justification did not necessarily mean election
to glory. By mortal sin, man both lost the grace of justification and the
gift of righteocusness; not till the end could man therefore have any
.certainty concerning hi; final destiny.

Continuity(zz) was affirmed between the natural and the supernatural
order. Natural man was indeed a2 fallen creature, but his love of himself
was not in itself wrong, though it was misdirected. Indeed, properly di-

rected, it should lead the creature to his Summum Bonum i.e. to God Himself.
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Jugtification yas_chh more a mgtter of the redirection of the o0ld man to.
his proper goal than of rebirth.

Over many matters there wes strong disagreement, Predestination and
prescience, sufficient and efficient grace, the primacy of the intellect or
thg will, werg_al;"ggtters“of great'd;sggygggegﬁ gp?_ppnﬁ;pvgrsy.‘ Nongthe—
less, thg abpve dbsqpipﬁign_;eflects the view of nearly all theologians from
St. Augusting tP_PFPS'§°°Fu§-.

This is indeed no more than = caricature of the scholastic teaching
on justification. It does, however, illusirate two important factors in the
development of the doctrime. Firstly, the Christian life is seen as a
p;lgrimgge?_é'p;ocgss.;g.wh;ch ﬁhe s;nper'is wggpe@ by a series of graces
divided into a number of compartments i.e. preparation for justification,
jg§§;£ication_iﬁsglf{_grgwjh_in grage“aftgy_jyst;figgt;qn,.gpd'finally life
eternal with its concomnitant grace, the grace of perseverance.

Secondly,-and.as. a result of seeing the Christian life as a pilgrimage
yéth a number of stages on ﬁhe rpute,_the Christiap life is always to be
seen as in via;_ the Christian can never be regardgd as having arrived.
Justified one moment, he may fall from grace the next.. To have reached one

stage of the pilgrimage does not mean that he will necessarily reach the

next. There could be no cgrtginty concerning his final destiny; +the issue

is always uncertain, because so much depends on his response to grace. In

this schema, the danger is that grace herself is reified and through its

segmentation separated from the personality of God. Then God Himself becomes
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merely a judge whose task it is to decide whether man has responded suffic-
iently to the grace that has been offered.
Both these factors were to be exploiied by the nominalist tradition. 1In

o

the mainstream of the tradition, the objectivity of the gift of justification
was safe—-guarded through the doctrine of eléction.

As we shall show later,Athere were imporitant differences beiween the
nomninalist and the trsditional presentation of the doctrine of justification.
There is, however, continuity, as well as discontinuity, between the two. Our
contention is that both descriptions see the Christian life as a pilgrimage and
therefore for both of them there can never be certainty concerming one's final
destiny. However, the nominalisis questioned much of the traditional inter-
pretation of the doctrine of justificatiion, particularly concerning man's‘
natural powers ito attain both grace and glory, the psychological and meta-
physical freedom of man, the necessity of grace and the yalue of supernatural
habits.

The English(23) School was here as elsewhere the most radical of the nom-
inalist schools. They made use of the traditional distinction(24) between God's
potentia absoluta and his potentiz ordinata to safeguard the omnipotence of God.
God's potentia absoluta, denoted his freedom to will, unrestricted by the order
of the universe and unhindered by space or time. God's potentia ordinata was
the power that God had chosen to use in the maintenance of the universe. De
potentia ordinata, God's acts and promises revealed in scripture, were im-
mutable. However, God's potentia ordinata lay within his potentia absoluta

and therefore, in the last analysis, was subservient to it; God's potentia
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ordinaté in tygory‘cgylg bg :gyokeq. Such a sﬁggestipn mgde‘the ectivity of
God in the lﬁst.agalygés upprgd;ptableland illustrated for Ockham the impos-
sibility of p;qy@pg pg?ters.of'faith. This gttempt to freg God from the
laws of thgg}ggipg}_gepessity_imposed by earlier theologies intrpduced a-
note of_;pdete;minaqy_in_thg_dgaling of ng with man. Paradoxically the
;gsult was to_give grgate: f:gedom to»man; the supernatural element in
men's lives becomes less pervading because it is less defined.

1"The gfchjg ofuﬁhis are particularlx felt with regard to the doctrine
qf jusfificaﬁiop. chhgp.gugstioned'the valug of the idea of supernatural
hgbits.h_De pptgptia.gbsoluta? God can give_man_eternal iife, although he
pas no superpatgral»v;rtpes, gnd at jhe final judgement supernatural habits
need not be distinguished from natural omes. It follows that supernatural
y;bi?§ Pazgll;ff}gléntrinsic valuey they offer in themselves no guarantee
of God's acceptance. As man can be accepted through natural as well as
supernatural habits, it is no longer the habit that real;y matters, but the
Qegd wh;ch‘thg h§b;?.p;o§u9es. It is the act, not the habit, which is either
socepted or rejected, and therefore supernatural habits ars thus reduced to
of grace conﬁippe§..‘A§am of Woodham even thought that de potentia absoluta,
grace can ppfex;st w@#h.po;tgl_s;n_gnd even @amnation. _If the concept of
grgcg_?ad beep‘gore_c}ogelq agggciate@ with tpe 'pe?songlity' of God, it is
diff;gp}? tpngge‘how SEQP g.view cogld hayg Pegn_adopted; the separation
of 'grace' from the 'personality' of God is now complete.

Yor Ockham the removal of the necessity of supernatural virtues is

merely a prelude to the exasltation of man's natural powers. De potentia
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absoluta man can accomplish with his own power all that God wills him to.
Again, acts rather_than habits are given priority; Ockham claims that only
an act procgeding frop fregwill can be regarded as meritorious. It is the

act rather than the pabij yhich are made by the divine fiat good or bad and
rewarded either by gve;lasting glory or eternal perdition. It follows that
merit consists of twq factors only, the will of man which proéuces ths act

an@ the will of God.which choqses whether to acceft or reject it. De potentia
absoluta, the yil;“of man is capable of anything that God wills of it, includ-
ipg 1ove.9f God, sqper omnia. Some of Ockham's disciples were to take the
matter even. further. Buckingham and Woodham so extended the power of human
freewil;_that they denied to God 2ll but é contingent knowledge of man's
future actions.

The conclusion of ngham's argument is that man, de potentia absoluta,
can earn meritum de congruo, without the help of grace. Ockham here is using
the distinction between meritum de congruo and meritum de condigno. Meritum
de condigno signified_merit in the strict sense of the term; merit that one
could earn from God, as of right. Meritum de congruo on the other hand was
a term used of works which, although they make no claim upon God, were none-
theless, through His mercy, accepted as meritorious. De potentia ordinata,
Ockham retains the traditional affirmation of supernatural virtues; but man
is still capable of contrition without the help of prevenient grace, though
contrition is regarded as little more than hatred of sin. De potentia

ordinata, this contrition must be rewarded by the infusion of grace. Man

can therefore still earn meritum de comgruo by use of his own natural Powers,
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and de potentia ordinata God cannot refuse his grace to the contrite. The-
conclusion is clggr._ 4s G. Leff says, "In one case God's ﬁill is so free
fhgt he can ;eyard_mgp'g‘natural act wifﬁ merit; in the other he has so
ordained it that Ee_éapnot ;efuse to do so“.(zs)

While in theory this theology began as an attempt to stress God's
omnipotence and.frgedom, ip fact it becomes a thinly masked pelagianism, and
as such it undermines the doctrine of justification as it had been affirmed
since the tipe of.St, Augustine., In the traditional pattern, the hierarchy
of graces hgd prese?vgd to some extent the objectivity amd ératuitousness
of the doctring of jystification. The removal of tﬁg necessity of these
graces, ineyitab;y_put more pesponsibility on man to win his salvation.

Such & view could not go unchallenged by ecclesiastical authority.
Ockham's views on supernatural-habits, on the non-necessity of grace, and
on the extent of man's natural powers were condemned at Avignon. The con-.
demnation succegded in stemming the tide in the interésps of orthodoxy. The
school with which we have now to deal, namely the school of Gerson, Géiler(26)
and Biel, was both in its aims and in its conclusions more conserﬁative.

The most influential members of the school were pastors as well as theologians;
Gerson was at one time Dean of the Church of St. Domatia and spent his'final
years in seclusion at.Lyons devoting himself both to.the practice of.the
spiritual life and pasto;al work; DBiel was a cathedral vicar and preacher

as well as one qf thg lggders of the devotia moderma; Geiler was a notable

public preacher. Pastoral interests led them not only to see the role of"

grace as much more important than Ockham had asserted, but also to stress
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the responsibility of man for his own destiny, in order that their congre-
gations should avail themselves of the opportunities that were offered.

It was natural therefore thét both Geiler and Biel should follow a
middle.course between the extreme of the English School and the rigour of
the tradition in their assessment of man's capabilities without grace. On
the one hand both emphasised the seriousness of the Fall. Disobedience on
the part of man had led to the withdrawal of original righteousness. Accord-
ing to Geiler,(27) fallen man is no longer obedient to the dictates of
reason, he has lost joy and enlightenment and is now the victim of pain,
anxiety and ignorance. Man's natural powers are wounded beyond even sacra-—
mental repair and even after baptism man retains the habit of concupiscence.
Bie1(28) alsg is insistent on the limitation of man's natural powers because
of the Fall. He describes man's situation after thé Fall as one of misery
and utter depravity. On the other hand, somewhat ambiguously, Gerson,
Geiler and Biel accord fallen man, even without grace, considerable powérs.
Biel describes the impact of the "f?j&es peccati’ as matched by another
instinct, a witness to man's original dignity, sb indomitable that hell
itself would not suffice to extinguish(29) it. Man retains both psycho-
logical and metaphysical freedom. GCeiler stresses too that, although man
is wounded in naturalibus, the naturalia are not in themselves corrupted;
in other words, man retains his original faculties, but these act at less

than maximum efficiency. By misuse of freewill, man sins but he still can

and should use his freewill to overcome sin.

By use of this freewill,(30) it is expected of man that he will do
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his best (facerg éuoq;ip s§me§t)?_put as Biel and Geiler both indicate, this
will vary_acqor@ing_to“é_ggp's pgrticular:circum;tgpces.. Thg ppportunities
of the Chgistiap gre_g;ggter ﬁhap»thosg pf the pagan; of the former it is
prectgd thaﬁ'he ?il} lpve God fgupgr omnia'_(Bigl) or wiﬁh the love of
friendspi?_ 'amor amicite' (Geiler) and detest sin _(Biel and Ge;ller). This
is an act of contrition (pqﬁy Geiler and Biel reque to raise a#t;ition to
jhg same statgs as had_ScQtus> de.potgntia ordinata? Gpd acqepfs this love
apﬁ'rewarés %t.with grace. To ﬁo, what_ip one lies, gives one a de congruo
c;gim_pn‘g;acef“‘Ig 9ffegtAc9pt;ition raisgs man into'a.middle state between
thgf pf g?gég a?d,fﬁlpﬁ,‘ thgt of the viator. Afterxr justification,_throﬁgh
his_own gffprts, man can repgip_in a_state of grace, though assisted by fhe
gppernaﬁura; virﬁugsf ﬁe_qan also win meritum dg condigno. The latter is
rewarded w;thnthe_gug?gptation of the grace of justification and finally by
the gif? of_ljfglgterna;{

It_gighﬁ we}l bg_a;ked what plagg is'leftvin this gchema for the
p;gvep;epj gifﬁ“oflgrage._ More in_fact than one might suppose. Bie1(31)
fo; e;amp}e §of?¢ns_yi§_§s?i@gte gf_man's'natu#al powers by affirming that

God usually sends his grace of vocation to lead the sinner to an attitude

of contriﬁ?opil Ggilgrf??) is somewhat incons;stent on this point, for in
§ppe.9fhhis writings, notably on the virtue of humility, he affirms that man
cannot make_a step towards his own salvation without the aid of grace. MNore
often, he ;egards gontritioﬁ as itself a cry of hélp which is then answered
by the grace of Godt Unlikg Ockham, both Geiler and Biel retain the trad-

itional categories of the supernmatural virtues and habitual grace, thinking
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them necessary for the acquisition of meritum de condigno; it is only by
virtue of them that man can have a claim on life eternal.

We see that the responsibility of man is carefully balanced with the
(33)

initiative_of GPdf _This_ig well illustrated by Biel's views on pre-
destinaﬁion. De pptep#ia absoluta, God has chosen to elect a certain number
to salvation. This decision is ante praevisa merita. De potentia‘qrdinata,
he delegateg some pf pis_power to his creatures, allowing them the possib-
ility of earning mer?t?_grace.and glory by doing their best. ' His election
of individuals #Pgre?org_?akes into account their own efforts and is there-
fore post praevisa merita., .

In spite of these not inconsiderable modifications to the English
nominalist schema, the theologians of this school also allow man a consider-
able role in the cho;ce_of bis final destiny. By doing what in him lies,
the sinner can earn de congfuo, the grace of justification which in tumm
gives man a cond;gno claim on eternal salvation. In spite of their attempts
to preserve the initiative of God in the matte; 9f ;alvation,_it remains
true that the theolbgiangmpf tpi;lschoql,_had proPQupded a theology of
jugtif;ggﬁ;op'which at_least in practice put tﬁe onus on man to work for.
his salvafiqp:
~ mTh%s_canhpe_il;ustraﬁgd_f:om the dopt;igg of assurance, as it is
Fgggyt.by_tyg_sphgp;: ?hepg can be no cerﬁgigty.conge;ping.a particular man's
figal Qesfiny? ?gcgu;e“jhgygngﬁp never be ggrtainty that he has.dqne all
thaﬁ_is'ip h%m_?g w?n_ga}yat;on. Such cgrtainty as there is, is conjectqél.

It rests on a nmpgmber of signs. The individual can point to his love of God,
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to the_gpsence of_pqr#al'sin,_and to the glad acceptance of his earthly lot
(accordipg_fp Ge;lgr)r "B?el}g_list'of witnesses is similar, a genuine love
of_Christ_an@na_?irphégfermingtiop jo fulfil the will of God, but he adds
that a_fear“qf"dgmggjéqp_is i?self a sign that one is on the way to salvation.
Ee.re@arkﬁ.ﬁhaﬁ a_cQstgpt_gggillation(34) between fear and love is a sign
thgt the_viato;his on ﬁhe ;pgd to the heavenly Jerusalem. The Christian

life is ﬁp be_fu;lﬂqf_ﬁempﬁgtion, and spiritual and physical suffering.
Ggile: ?gpeqia}ly notgs that.the Christian must show a willingness to suffer
in thg steps of_the”Mgste; and yet still there can be no certainty of final
salyatipn. It is_ha;dly §urprising that scruples were the spiritual epidemic
of the age gpd thaﬁ fga; fgatured 80 large in popular religion. We see both
continuity and discontinuity between their teaching and the traditional
presentation of the doctrine. They still see the life of the Christian as

a pilgrimage divided into various stages of possible progress. What is new
is the emphasis which they put both on the ability of man to earn salvation
and g;so on ﬁhe_@bligation on God de potentia ordinata to reward effort with
mexritum de_cqngrgq._

.Wh;lg thg_sg?ogl_of_@ersog, Geilgr gnd_Biel'had more influence than

any other schpol in the late medieval universities, it is not to be supposed

both in the universities and in the religious orders, there. was another(35)

group pf_thinkers, wpom we have somewhat loosely classified as right-wing

nominalist. Bradwardine(36) and Gregory of Rimini were the most prominent

members of this school. It is perhaps less than accurate to classify them
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as nqm}naligt,.agnthey @rgw ﬁheir inspiration from a number of schools, and
thgir aims were yath?; dif?g;ent from those of the nominalists with whom we
have hgd_so fgrlﬁq @9.__However?.th§ir theology departs from the traditional
gppbinatioplpf_nﬁtppg and §upernature; by minimising the role of secondary
9ausati9n ;nd aﬁtr;buting all ﬁo the direct activity of God, they exercised
a sim;la; concern for_God's omnipotence that we have already seen in the
nominalist tra@itipn as a whole. This concern led them by different routes
to similar conclgsiong, pgmely the separation of faith from reason.

Their sotér;olpgy was,_however, opposed to that of the other nominalist
sghoqlé.. ?hey stated with_full augustinian rigour the seriousness of the
Fall,.thg pecessity_of grace, the doctrine of predestination ante praevisa
merita? gnd thg impprtaﬂpg of the supernatural virtues. On the question of
merit after_justificat;on? they denied the possibility of meritum de condigno
apd stressed the importance of the divine acceptance. MNerit could not be
ea;ned grip: jo ﬁhe_ipfusion 9f first grace. Even after this, merit only
gave the justified_a @e'cgngruo claim on increase of grace and eternal life.

' One theologiap whp challenged the pelagian ten%gﬂcies of his time was
Stgupiﬁz,(37>_Luth9r's friepd gnd superior at Wittenb?&g. His influence upon
Luﬁhe?, in_additiop to the originality and depth of his own thought, require
that we'g§ye hig.fu;ler j;egtmegt.

_Stappiﬁz was not primarily an academic. His theological reflections
werg_g}mosﬁ gnt;rg;y dgyojgd to.the explication of the drama of the redemption.
Hg was, bowgver, We;l ﬁqqpainted with.the theologicel systems of his day,

particularly the thomist and nominalist systems. He is indeed difficult to
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categorise into any sphool. Wolf's(ss) attempt to label him a Thomist fails
because it doeg not tgke_intp accéunt either the originality of Staupitz or
his indebtednegs_tp.pom;nalism.

Fallen man, according to Staupitz, is very much in need of redemption.
He is the victim of the habit of concupiscence (interpreted in the wider
sense of 'love of self'). He is liable to punishment, to condemnation to
death, death of the soul (the loss of right being), the death of the body
(loss of being), énd loss of soul and body together (ultimate desertion by
God). EHe is ignorant of God; his intellect is so impaired that he cannot
even recognise the gravity of his own situation, and his will is so wounded
that even if he kmew the truth about himself, he is incapable of supplying
a remedy. His freedom is limited to the choice of acts of disobedience and
h9 is cerﬁainly ip no position to love God 'super omnia'. It follows that
@an can take no step towards his salvation without the aid of grace.

quever,_God wills that some men are to be saved. In his bhumility
and mercy He has_decided_to slect some men to final glory without regard to
thgir actugl deeds. _glection is ante-praevisa merita, because good works
are the fruit of e;ection rather than the cause of it. In the very act of
electipn,.God loves the elect. By virtue of the promises that he has
voluntarily made tp them, He comes in Christ to win their salvation.
Staupitz is insistgnt that the christ(39) event and the act of election are
so connected as to form one act of mercy, and from election and the Christ
évent all blessings flow. By the mediation of the eternal Son of God, God

is made acceptable to the beloved; the sinner is pardoned and héaled of
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his infirmities, begoming a member of the church, the Bride of Christ and
finally sharing_in the“merits and the eternal glory of Christ. BEven the
sins of the Elqct are used by God to lead the sinner to eternal life.
Staupitz neglects thg pggative aspects of predestination; his central
concern is with the_graciousness and mercy of God. Even the reprobate
hear the law, the_prpphets and the apostles, and are condemned nof on the
ground of non-election, but on the basis of unrepented sins.

- Justification is again discussed in the traditional augustinian
terms. There is, however, a difference in the presentafion of this frame-
work. Staupitz is concerned to show how justification is connected with
the fedemptive work of Christ, for example through the help of prevénient
grace, the soul is led, as usually taught, to an act of contrition, but
this contrition is firmly grounded by Staupitz in the sufferings of Christ.
The character of_the cpntrition is determined, not so much by the human
Will_gt;gngthengd“bx grace, buﬁnthrough tbe sufferings of Christ Himself.
The cross nullifies_all humap achievement, and yet paradoxically also makes.
it possib;e. Only whgn all attempts at self-justification, all attempts
to do what in one ligs‘have been frustrated and the sinner has been led to
the virtug of humilitatio, is the sinner receptive to the activity of God
in Chrigt. ant:ition is only a preparation for justification, justification
itse}f consistipg pf forgivengss, jhe gift of the Holy Spirit and the
subseqngnt_infusion_gf habitual grace. The function of the enfuséd grace
is primarily to direct the justified to imitate the love of Christ.

Sfaupitz here departs from the tradition by stressing the importance of
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uncreated grace. Thus the Holy Spirit leads the sinner into gnion with the
Father.

Unﬁil ; man is Justified, he cannot earn merit, and even after just-
ification, the important factor is not so much the works themselves, es the
mercy of God who accepts these works as merit. For the justified, merit is
necessary for the increase of the grace already received, but even so, merit
is only meritum §e congruo; there is for Staupitz no meritum de condigno.

The diffe;enceibgtwgen Staupitz and Biel is shown very sitrikingly in
‘thgir attitpde_tgitpe:dpqtrine_of assurance. Both affirﬁ that there can
never be more_thap conjgpﬁygl certainty concerning man's final destiny, but
whereas 3iel ca;efu;ly balances the opus spei of Christ against the iustitia
dei, §taupitz emphasises the covenantal promises and activity of Ged in
Christ.

There is much_that is tfaditional in Staupitz. His Christocentricity,
Epwgve?,ugiyes ?he“?;Q_?o?mP;ae_a neytﬁmension which was destined to influ-
ence Lutbg:. The §y?§ss_ﬁhat.he puts on the.power of the cross, in addition
to.tbe v;ptgg of pnmilitas, preserves all that is best_in the mystical
ﬁradifion,hﬁh;}g ?f thg same time his conservative augustinianism provides
this with an adequate doctrinal framework.

_The phristoppptrigity pf_Stgupitz preserves him from many of the
pitfa}ls_pp the traﬁit;onal framework. The christian life is not fraémented
;ntb_staggs on tpg ;9adht9 tpe hgavenly Jerusalem? because all of it is

covered by the eternal covenant of Christ. The scope of man's freewill is

minimised to give more credit to the saving work of Christ.



22,

The Universities and_the religious orders did not have a monopoly of
religious insight. There the debate between the via antiqua and the via
moderna held the floér; however humanism in the court circles and mysticism
anmong some of the rising middle class held the centire of attention.

Hhmanism(4o)

did not_consist of one particular feature but was many
"sided. It was not even primarily a religious movement, though some of its
supporters were also advocates of the via moderna. It was intellectual,
deriving most of its inspiration from classicism; it manifested itself in
the art, literature and science of the renaissence. .Appreciation of her
own_achievement, in addition to admiration of the work of her classical
ancestors, led to overwhelming confidence in the ability and potentiality

of the educated man. It led to an important change of emphasis. The proper
interest of man is man, whose task is to explore the potentialities of the
world around him.(4l?

Such a point of view was not, however, without its doctrinal
implications. At its most extreme, in Italy it led to a thinly veiled
neo-pelagiapism, together with disparagement‘42? of the sacraments. This
is s0 even though there was hardly a humanist who explicity denied a
doctrine of the Church. The new confidence in the powers of natgral man
implied a complete reorientation of wvalues. Gelder puts the point well
when he says of the Italian humanists "If the medieval Christian religion
was a doctrine of salvation, theirfs wés a doctrine of life. If people in

the Middle Ages wished to be free from the world as being sinful, the .

Humanist seeks the world in order to combat sin and practise virtue."(43)



23.

Knowlnge instead of grace is the true path of salvation. The place of
salvation is no longer regarded so unambiguously as the life to come, but
also consists of-the present world with all its potentiality. The new
point of view is well expressed by Ficino when he says "It is possible (for
man) to have what he desires and to be what he wants to_be".(44) It is
scarcely surprising that it was on the issue of the scope 6f freewill that
Luther was to take up swords with the relatively conservative Erasm#s.

The secularity of the Movement can of course be exaggerated. The
humanists of Northern Burope were perhaps more concerned with man's final
destiny than were their southern colleagues; some of the protagoﬁists, as
we have already stated, were also members of the devotia moderna. Erasm#s(45)
himself regarded the study of the classics as merely a good preparation for
the study of Holy Scripture. In St. Thomas More, we find humanism side by
side with traditional doctrine and great personal sanctity. The point is,
however, made, when we direct our attention to More's Utopia, a blueprint
for an earthly paradise.

Humanism chapged the religious scene in three directions. Firstly,
as a movement, it made a sustained attack on the abuses of the church; in
this connection Erasmus' "In Praise of Folly" is an outstanding example of
the Northern Ehmanists'-disgust and concern at the state of the Church.
Secondly, humanism washa stimulus to the laigization of the Church. Thirdly,
the movement provided new linguistic tools for Biblical Criticism; Reuchlin's

014 Testament Text and Erasmus' Greek Text of the New Testament are both

particularly important.
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If humanism was particularly influentiszl in the courts of the Renais-
sance princes, mysticism was to prove particularly attractive among a

(46)

minority of the rising middle classes. We know th;s from the printers!
accounts of the period. The mystical movement had its origins in the simple
mysticism of 5%t. Bernard of Clairvaux and the school of St. Viétor, and under
the leadership of Gertrude the Great (c.1270) and Mechichild of Mafdeburg,
its popularity increased; Gertrude indeed wrote a number of prayers for

the use of the laity. At this stage mysticism was a way of illumination
throuéh prayer and was circumscribed by an orthodox dogmatic framework.
However, because it was another path to the Divine, from the beginning it
tended to.gloss over the role of priest and sacrament.

The movement(47) received new inspiration from the writings of Meister
Bekhart (1260-1327). Brought up as a Dominican, Eckhart never entirely
lost his Thomist background, combining this with leanings towards neo-
platonism. Eckhart describes CGod as the source of all being, rather than
as first being. Beings participate through illumination in the divine.
Man is unique among creatures, because the intellect of his soul mirrors
the divine intellect. By casting off all desire and voluntarily leading
a life of poverty, man can rediscover his unity with the pure being of Cod.
For Eckhart, the sacraments,. grace, and even prayer, have a merely prep-
aratory role; they too are finally set aside for complete uﬁity with the
Divine.

Eckhart's views were condemned iwo years after his death, but he

continued through his writings td influence the movement. OFf his immediate
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disciples Suso and Tauler are the most important. Both were more orthodox
than their master. Suso's "Das Buchlein der ewigen Weishart" was particularly
important amohg the educated laity of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries.
Tauler incorporated into a Thomist theology a2 careful description of the
mystic way. Progress was to be made by ascquiring the virtue of humilitas,(48)
so0 making oneself receptive to the Divine operations. God would then enable‘
men to live through love and fortitude a 1life of suffering and self sacrifice
after the pattern of Jesus Christ. Only this kind of life could lead to
union with God. The Theolog%ﬁg Germanica, an anonymous work belonging to the
same tradition as Tauler, shares his concern for humility. Salvation is to
be achieved, not so much through good works, as by a growing openness and
abandonment to the divine will. The Theologigé was particularly popular in
Germany. Luther was influenced by it as also by Tauler.

Groote(49) began a new mystical movement known as the devotie moderna.
It was to mysticism what nominalism was to zcademic theology. Rather than
develop & new spiritual methodology and teaching, it urged a simple life of
prayer, obedience and honesty. Of this St. Thomas a Kempis is typical. Like
the theology of justification, nominalism, the devot%érmodergﬁ was primarily
concerned with individual salvation and the contribution tha; the individual
could meke towards his or her final destiny. The dangers were precisely the
same. The first was to minimise the divine initiative. The second, a con-
sequence of the first, was that it tended to increase man's fears concerning
his final destiny. The movement appealed to secular priests, particularly
in Holland and Germany.

In the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries the doctrine of Jjustification
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was very much a live issue. The traditional interpretations of the doctrine
left in the hands of the fieréely competitive theological schools had lost
much of its power to convince and persuade. It had been challenged by the
nominalist critique, humanism and mysticism. 'For all their differences,
these three movements had at least thi; in comﬁon; they all tended to put
the onus on man for his own salvation. As we have argued above, the august—-
inian framework with its division of the Christiaen life into various stages,
made it easy for exploitation in this way. Many found it difficult to live
up to the standards required. This is no doubt one of the factors that led
to the deep mood of pessimism and despair that were seen hanging like a
ciowd over the period. What had been a religion of hope had for many been
turned into a religion of despair; what had been a religion of love had for
many become a religién of fear. It was inevitable that a reaction to these

movements should take place. As it was, it came from Luther.



CHAPTER 2

THE DEVELOPMENT OF LUTHER'S DOCTRINE OF JUSTIFICATION
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Iuther's theology was a platform for revolt against the Church as it
had evolved up to the end of the sixteenth century. The revolt was on two
6losely connected fronts. On the one hand it entailed a protest against the
spiritually unedifying theologies of the day, and on the other it provided a
focus for anti-papal reform. Indeed for Luther's contemporaries the two
issues could not'be separated. The curia(l) saw the attack on the traditional
theology as an attack upon herself, while her own abuses of wealth and power
made her an easy target for anti-papal propaganda. The complexity of the
situation can be illustrated from Luther's interviews with Cajetan, for the
talks broke down not on the subject of justification but on the authority of
the Pope and general councils.(z)

An important consequence of the confusion between these two issues was
that it put the Pope doctrinally on the defensive. The history of the Council
of Trent cannot be understood unless this is taken into account. The well-

(3)

nigh disasterous delay of the Council was due almost entirely to political
factors. In the eyes of the papacy, what was at stake was not only doctrine
but her own power and influence. In these circumstances no pope would wish -
to call a Council whose probable result would not only be the condemnation of
heresy but a curtailment of his wealth and authority. The papal demand that
when the Council met itfs agenda should be doctrinal rather than reformatory,
inevitably came into conflict with those who like Charles V saw papal reform
as the primary object of the Council. For him doctrinal discussion could
only lead to further division in the Empire. Charles too wanted a Council,

(4)

but again, on his own terms.
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vexcuse-us from taking his work seriously.

The cont;ibution of nominalism to Luther's dgvglopmeqt is easier to
assess. It can be evaluated from the primary sources; ther9 is no need to
resort to'secondary accounts or recollections of Lu?her pimself committed
to paper many years after the events described. Luther's more controversil
works, particularly "De Servo Arbitrio" an the "Contra Latromimm:" are fine
examples of the cut and thrust style of the university disputation. They
are exhibitions of the wit, logic and learning which Luther must have
received from his nominalist teachers.” However, Luther learnt far more
from his teachers than how to argue a case. Ockham's desire to free theol-
ogy from philosophy was shared whole—-heartedly by Luther; it could even be
claimed that Luther widened the chasm between the two disciplines. Luther‘s(4)
ihﬁective is applied page after page against those who allow philosophy to
intrude into theology. To liberate fheology from the envelope of philesophy
was for Luther a prerequisite for sound theological thinking. More negatively
Iuther's anxiety concerning his final destiny was no doubt stimulated by the
nominalist insistence that man should do what in him lay (facere quod in se
est).(S)

Luthe:'s entry into a religious community was perhaps typical of Luther
at this Stage? and indeed of the age. The monastery provided a higher, more
arduqus, but for that reason, more certain path to final glory, and it was
possibly with this in mind that Luther joined the monastery. Within it

Luther made his first detailed acquaintance with the Bible(s) and began to

read Augustine. Membership of the Order set Luther off on his academic
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career, as well as bringing him into fr;endghip wi?h'Staypiﬁz.

Such ;nfprpation(7) as we do possess abouﬁ Lu?her's early years in
the Order, ;eadﬂus to the conclusion that, despite ponside;gble self-
discipline and guste;ity,_Luther was prqfounﬁly.unhappy poncerning the state
of his sou1§: and his final destiny. Sc;uplgs were.indeed the spiritual
disease of the age, but they are not sufficient to explain the kind of
experience endured frequenily by Luther and which he later called the
;;éfechtung". As Gordon Rupp has argued, this experience was not limited
10 & single phase of his career; it continued and even grew worse towards
the end of his life. The ;ﬁgfechtung" is not temptation as we ordinarily
understand it, but rather a kind of spiritual trial or battle concerning
one's relationship yith God. It became for Luther an important factor in
his theplogy, a theology of the cross rather than a theology of glory.
Later Luﬁher described the wihfechtung“ in the following terms. It was to
fgel oneself_gn@er thg wrath and judgment of Go&. In this judgment, one's
own copsciencg.and ?ndeed the whole creation concurred. It was. to feel one-
self hemged in, ip a spiritugl plauspéfphobia, threatened by all that is and
in particular'hy a nighty and just God. This led to a desire to flee from
gis presence_gpd #o_gscape divine condemnaﬁion, and yet to know that there
could be no escape from ﬁhis ubiqgitpus anq omnipotent Tyrant. In such a
state the s;nner oftep_hated gnd cursed God., Lutpgr describes the experience.

which he purports rather implausibly to be about another man. The passage(s)

was written in 1518. "I knew & man" claims Luther "who said that he often

suffered these pains so great and infernal that nor tongue nor pen can show
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nor can those bglieve who haye.not experienced, so that if they were completed,
or_lasted hgli anlhour_br_thg_tenth part of an hour, he would utterly perish.
Thus God appearslhprr;fyingly angry and with him, the wholg creation. There
canlbe no f;ight, no consolation, neither within nor without but all is
accusation".

Such_ap exp?rience was later to be regarded by Luther as the strange
work gf God whergby God teachgs the sinner not to rely on any works or
virtues gf his own buj ﬁo flee to Christ and to hide and trust only in Him.
The/ﬁhfechjupg in this light is seen as part of the salvation work of God;
it is not a work pf @amnation. The merciful wrath(9) of God may lead the
sinner to the very gates of hell, but its ultimate purpose is to lead the
sinner through the gates of heaven! Before Luther came to this understanding,
the/;ﬁfechtung caused_Luther much spiritual anguish and anxiety. It revealed
itsglf in Lgtper's practice of penance. S0 unsure was Luther of his own
contrition and of thg mercy of God, that he would go to penance as many as
six t;mgs.a_day} :Fear pf having made an improper confession forced Luther
back ggaip and ggain into the midst of the spiritual hell we have described
above. Luther was indeed a man of the most "unquiet conscience".

(10

The first works ) we have from the pen of Luther are marginalia on
St. Augustine and on the sentences of Peter Lombard. Much that Luther says
lies within the nominalist tradition. The vocabulary for example is wholly

traditional. At this stage, Luther asserts that it is necessary to earn merit

for an eternal reward. ZEven after receiving prevenient and created grace,

it is necessary for the Christian, belonging neither to the Beati nor to
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the_Migeri, t9“§9_g99d_y9;k§.if he is to earn ljfe gﬁergglf_ As Biel had
taugpt,.thgmgyriﬁfian_lifg ?s a struggle; Luther had 1egrpf_this ﬁoo from
bittgr”expgyignpg. _Ip §pite pf these traces of nominalism, there are .
passages wh;ch spgggst“th;t Lutber is glready leaving the convéntional fold.
Lgther's_oyp persppal e;perience had taught him that sin could not be glossed
pvg;,“hut was an ;mpprtant, if not the overriding factor of man's relation-
sb%p‘yitp Go@r P?t9?,#h?§ led_Lujher to repudiate_all notions of merit.
qu can gipfgl'mgn_garp"anyth;ng from God who is Jjust and loves righteousness?
At this early stagg,.Lﬁther bad no answer to this question. However, we do
see even inlthe margipg}ia, components from which his answer was finally
derived. “We pote in pgrtieular emphasis on the importance of faith and on
the centrality.of Christ.

An impo;ﬁanﬁ! indeed a decisive step, towards Luther's final answer
fo th;s_p;oplem, seems jo haye_occur;ed while Luther gave his first lectures
pn'ﬁhenpsglmg. _;p tpg fqllowing passage, Luther describes how he discovered
Vhﬁﬁ_hg ca;;e@_thglpassiye rightgousness of God; +this he regarded as a
b;ggkthroggh_in_y;g ﬁheologipal_deve;opment._ He says "Meanwhile in that
yga;i_Ihjurnggwpggg pp?e;to in?g;pret_jhe psélms ese Certainly I had been
sg}zeé_w?ﬁhlg?egtgr g?éop; to_undersjgnd Payl in the epistle to the Romans
ﬁca?tug_fugrgmlcoggoscengi).but_it was not coldness of the blood which held
pg-gp_gpti1 pow~but one ﬁp;@_that is in chapter_one 'The justice of Cod is
revgé}ed in';ﬁ'. NF9:_I hajed Fhe wprd 'Justitia Dei' which by the use and

consent of all the doctors, I was taught to understand philosophically of

that formal or active justice with which God is just and punishes sinners".
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fFor however i;reproecnebly I lived as a monk? I feltmmyself in the
presence of Go@mto"pe e_sinne; with a_most unguiet conacience nor could I
t;ust_that I had pleaeed_hlmvwith ny satisfaction see I was angry with God,
eayingi'gs_ﬁhongh”it were not enougn that miserable sinners should be
ete:nally demned ylth_originel sin and bhave all kincs of calamities laid
upon jhem by tne”law of the ten commandments, God must go and add sorrow
upon sOrrow and eyen‘th;ough the gospel itself bring justice and wrath to
bear ,7." l ?egan_ﬁo_understano tnat the justice of God is revealed in the
gospel,'tonbe_that pessive justice with which the merciful God justifies us
by faith,‘ae_lt le wnltten 'jhe Just shall live by faith'.“(ll)

'Mcre.nes been'written about this passage than nerhaps any other of
tne_Reio;mer:. It_ie not only ﬁhe‘only autoblogrephical description of a
reel_breakfﬁhrough, it is also a matri; of_p?oﬁleme._'ln_ﬁne flrst place,
there is the problem of chronology. _Lutne; did not deliver his second series

of lectures on the pselme unt11 1519. Even_ln_the finst series, Mustitia
oel'_le ln@e;prejec_peseively} end the lectures on Romans, delivered in 1515
an§_l5l6,_ere ﬁne_work of a mature_theologian. The difficulty here is not
howeverhinenpenable;\_ﬁne words “captus_fueram" allow the possibility that
Luther's reflections have passed to an earlier period.(lz)

) It is the content of the quotatzon that is, however, the chief dif-
flculty. Denlfle(l3) collected a catena of references from medieval and
late nedleyel commentariee ﬁo show that it was usual to understand "iustitia

dei" in a passive sense as a righteousness which did not condemn the sinner

but justified him. Luther was both liar and a fool when he claimed to have
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discovered somethlng new about the pass1ve rlghteousness of God. Thls
ev1dence is, however, weak;ned by the arguments of Holl(14) and Hirsch.
They qorrgqt;y.o?ﬁgryggqﬁhat.puther'referred to the systematic theologians,
not tplthe bibl;éa%_g?egetes wpop Denifle_uses. Denifle still has a case
to answer. jI?.it t;pe ﬁyat Luther.had really discovered something new in
this discpyg?yz_gr_is puthe;'g point of view to be féund in the work of the
;n_ed.::Levg.l e_x_e_ggteg‘_?I#Lut_her'_s Qlé.im to a fresh _insight. fraudulent? 'Lortz's(15l )
stgtemeqt jhgt‘Lpfygr pad me;ely found something new for himself? robs the
;gforgqr o? gny“rgal_claim to originality. Néither Luther nor his disciples
saw matterg“ip this light.

_As_Hgiko_Obergapn(}é) has a:gued, the answer is to be found in the
'Passagé_iﬁself.. Lg#her dpgs not simply say that he discovered the passive
rig@teopgng;s o? QOd, _This much cou;d be foupd ppt onlj in the cémmentaries
whigh_Dep;fle guotes,'pp? a}so in Luther's marginalia to the writings of St.
Augugt;p?.. The»imggrﬁgp#vpoint jhat Iuther is making is that in the schol-
astig gp@_nop}ngligt t;gditiop.ﬂ; wh;ch hg_had inherited? the Gpspel itself
ig regar@ed as a veyig;g pfnqod's.wrath and jystice. _Luther insists that as
fﬁ;"ag tbe.Gpspel is_ggpcg?ngd thg "justitia @ei" is always to be understood
passively and never actively. Luther is not so much concerned with the final
sﬁaﬁe.of_ﬁhé.ppeggsﬁined_gs‘with the lifg of the Christian man in via. It is
pf.the“mgn ;g.v?a,_vhp'has not»ygt arrived at the doops of heaven, that Paul
ggyglfﬁhe“jggt gpall,liyg by fgith". Tye nominalist gospel was one at which
in every stage of the éilgrim's progress, the viator had to.make a'fitting

contribution towards his own salvation, and only in this way he ear?flgrace.
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In Luther's view tbis-wgs to.put the viator under Lav>rather than Grace.
The grace of Go@ ig cpndition§} on the human response, a response demanded
by the "iustitia.§ei?._ He recall that Biel's doctrine of'assurance is a
careful_b;lapce betveep_?he opus sped of Christ apd the iustitia dei. In
Lutherfs view this tp;ned the_gospel into law. Luther's discqvery was that
the iustitia_@gi coipqided_with the iustitia Ch?isti; by faith in the
Gospel of Jesus Cpri;t, man is guarantged the passive righfeousness of God
which doés not pondggn the_sinner but declares him righteous in Christ.
_Suqh an insight remoqu from the traditional inte;p;eﬁation all ref-
erence to merit - even mer;tum de congruo after the bestowa; of first grace.
It challenged_the fr;geyprk of the doctrine as it had been accepted since
the time of St._Aggpstine.ﬂ The Christian life could no longer be seen
essep#ig}lg»gs‘a pilgrimage'ip_which, yith the aid of vgrious graces, the
Qh;istign st;uggle@ ygaygnyapﬁt Instead of seeing election to the grace of
jys?;figat;og gs'qgiﬁe gistinct from election to glory, faith and just-
ificatipn are now seen ashgschajologigal rea;ities. Justification anticipates
thg vgrdict on the Lasﬁ Judgement Days; the sinner with faith in Christ is
decléred righteoug_npw..

Bize;'s argument ﬁhaﬁ Luther only found a solut§on to his theological
difficu}ﬁie; in 1519? :ests on the contention that Luther's new understand-
ipg regts on his digt;pction between Gpspel and Law. This is indeed true,
as is also his cqntenti?n #hat Lpther did not use this dialectic frequently

ti11_1518. We do not however draw the same conclusion, but we still maintain

that the period of break-through occurred much earlier than this; i.e.
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during the first_lec?ures én the psalms. The disparity between the date of
the discovery gnd_the new vocabulary caé be accounted for by the difficulty
Luther had in e;presping and working out his revolutionary ideas. For
evidence for_our point of view we turn to these lectures on the psalms,

The 1ec?ures on the psalms were delivered between 1513 and 1515. 1In
these lectures there are traces of the influence of St. Augustine,(ls) the
German mystics and Luther's superior at Wittenburg, Staupitz. In particular
Iuther refers freguently to the African Bishop's conversion experience.

Both this experience of the dependence of man upon God for salvation and
Augustine's example of bhumility was attractive to Luther. Luther also
found in Augustipe an acknowledgement of the gravity of sin. To Augustine
the root of all sin is superbia, pride, the cause of the Fall whihch so wrecks
the divine image in man that the will of man is impaired even after baptism.
The sacrament of baptism'removes original sin but does not heal the will.

So far Luther and St. Augustine are in broad agreement. Luther however
takes matters further than the bishop of Hippo. The latter perceives tﬁat
man without the grace of God is the willing victim of selfish egoism and
that this could only be removed by the grace of God. Nonetheless there was
a proper self-love (amor sui), a love which found its fulfilment in the
"summagm bonum", God Himseif. What was required was the redirection of the
will to its summam bonum,(19) and therefore there is continuity between the
natural man and the man of grace. Luther instead tended to widen the gap

between the justified man and the man without Christ. Man without Christ

is not so much as misdirected as positively evil. It is probable that even
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at this stagg, Lutherlhad rejected the Augustinian conception of grace
because it tended_to gupport this continuity. Luther denied the reality of
a right-self;lovg. As a fallen creature he was not worthy of love, and the
sinner must accuse himself, and even hate himself, if he is to turn in
repentance to ngf |
At this stage the influence(zo) of the German mystics and of Staupitz
is at least as strOpg as the influence of Augustine. Their insistence on
the virtue of humilitas fitted in well with Luther's experience of the
/éhfechtung. Humilitas was an attitude of mind in which the sinner was con-
scious of his own unworthiness and helplessness., Rather than attempt to
live a 1life of obedience, the sinner was advised to repent wholly of himself
and his own deeds and implore the divine mercy. The sinner must accuse him-
self (accusatio sui) apd even regard himself as justly punished if he is
dampedf Humilitgs counteracts the root of sin, pride. In some of the earlier
passages Luther seems to regard humilitas as a human work, a kind of pre-—
disposition for grace. Later Luther affirms the gratuitousness of humilitas;
it is Gpd's gift and not man's achievement. It may be that this change in
Luther's ou#lopk was due_to Staupitsz, who(zl) advised Luther that poenitentia
entailed such a change of heart that it could only be accomplished through
the grace of God. Staupitz's (22) concern for the divine initiative, his
appreciation of the certainty of God's promises and his concentration on the
covenantallmercy of_qu are, however, more important factors in Luther's
religious developmentf

In methodology and language these lectures on the psalms are traditional,
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but already however we pave a passive understanding of the iustitia dei.
Aithough hupan'effprt ig still regarded as essential for salvation, its
role is greatly_regt;icted to that of humilitas. Alréady the human con-
tributiop is 97§rsh§dowed by the divine initiative. Although Luther still
continues to use the phrases meritum de congruo and meritum de condigno,
they have already begn evacuated of their content; merit is out of place
in a theology_which puts all its emphasis on the undeserved grace of God.
The synderesis still plays a vital part in bpinging sinful man to God;
later Luther was to consider that even the conscience was so damaged by the
Fall that it was of little use in bringing man back to God. The need of
fallen man is matched by the power of faith which is the gift of God whereby
the sinner is given a vision of God's glory in which he will one day
pgrticipate. .The object of this faith is Jesus Christ, in particular the
humen Christ, who on account of human sin, suffered the dereliction of the
cross and gave his life vicariouslj for sinful man. The righteousness of
God is e;préssed uniquely in the Christ event in which and by which the
sinner is not condemned but judged righteous.

Thgse lectures on the psalms are therefore transitidnal., for they
retain much that is traditional but look forward to a new point of view. .

Between these lectures and those on Romans,.Luﬁher (23)seems to have P
kees recognised for the importance of his discovery. The lectures on the
Epistle are the work of a mature theologian, and are indeed proof, if it

were needed, that the watershed has been crossed. Now Luther can state

quite unambiguously that the activity of God supercedes any activity of man
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in the winnipg pf sa;ygtion. Man cannof win_salv;tion.bgcause_oflsin and
thg_aig of th ep;stle! ﬁo ppt it in Luther's words, is to "pull dowmn, to
pluck up an@ jomdeFt:Qy all wisdom and righteousness of the_flesh ese and

ﬁo implgptlgngvestablish the :eality of sinﬁ.(24) By sin Luther means f;r
more than actgal sip;_ it i; endemic, pervading and destroying every part

of man. Without g?ace_apd.faith, good works are a aelusion, blinding men

to the depth'of'their Vipkedness and thg consequent wrath of God. Only
through the love and grace of God can good works be performed with the love
of_God "super_ompia"..'Luther himself says that'only an utterly unrestricted
re;diness to loye' pe;forms en act or refrains from it, because that is
Godfs.good plgasurez without fegard for any other good or without fear for
anything evi}, ap;rt'from God wanting it so. Nature is not capable of this,
bq? on;y grace ;s; namély #he'grace_that is'given by faith in Christ through
thg Holy_Spirit.(25)' To lov§ God super ompia even includes for Luther a
willingness.tp.gp tq hgll'joyfully if this should be the divine good pleasure.
Tpe pigh.stapdards of mo;ality he had learnt from the nominalists makes its
mark._ They are, of course, quite impossible for fallen man who has suffered
the "loss of all uprightness and power of all (our) faculties of body and

6)

soul and of the whole 1nner and outer man" (2 and has fallen into “prone-
ness towards ev11(27) the loathing of the good, the dliﬁ&ln for light and
w1sdom but fondne;s for error and darkness". The sum total of man's natural

powers and efforts cannot lead the sinner a step nearer heaven. Indeed the

natural faculties are a positive danger in that they are occasions for pride

and as suchhinder the merciful activity of God. The whole man (totius
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homo)(28) is therefore under condemnatioq, that_is if he.is without Christ.
The purpose of the coming of Christ was to save man from this terrible
predicaments; mah cannot be justified by his own work, but_only by the re-
deeming Wprk of Christ. Repentance, the "medium bejween unrighteousness and
righteousness"(29) is not the work'of man but of god. Through the activity
6f the Law,(Bo) Gpd'ungasks the true nature of man and He shows him that his
own efforts are of no value and that hé must ;ook to the help of God. The
law demandslpf man that which he finds he himsglf cannot give and thus it
bripgs_the sinner to a ﬁrue knowledge of his own predicament. '"The law"
says Luther "decla;es all men to be unrighteous_and that they cease to con-
sider themselves boastingly as righteous, keep éilent abou;;it and confess
themse;ves guilfy.before God's righteousness".(31) Considered in this way,
the Law is a vehiclelof_God's strange work. While the sinner remains under
the Law, it is an instrument of wrath and even an incitement to sin, but its
purpose is to drive the sinner through despair in his own righteousness tol
the righteousness of Christ.(32)
Luther sums up the effect of the Law upon the penitent by saying that,
through it, God leads the sinner to humilitas. Later he was %o reject this
word, because he thought it too mancentred; +the content of the word is,

(33)

however, taken up into Luther's understanding of faith which even in-~
cludes confession. He preferred the word "faith" because it stressed the
gratuitousness of justification. Luther says "The faith that leads to right-

eousness or salvation does not reach its goal, if it does not arrive at con-

fession. For confession is the principal work of faith; man denies himself and
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confesses God and he does this to such an extenf that he will deny even his
life and everything before affirming himself.$34?" This use of the word.
faith embraces all that Luther had meant by humilitas and indeed much more.

Thus despairing of himself, the sinner is led to put all his trust
and faifh in Christ and in him alone. Such a faith was never simply a
matter of an emotional experience; faith built on the sensus was very
unsure indeed. As Rupp says "Faith (according to the reformer) is the good
fight that has to be maintainéd agaiﬁst our own Jjudgements, feélings and
experience. The opposition of fides to the sensus is an important technical
usage; in this connection it denotes the wisdom of the flesh.(35) Grace
‘comes against all understanding and counsel. - Faith is a gift of the Holy
Spirit".

The sinner is regarded by God as righteous not on account of any works
that he might have done, but because of his faith in the righteousness of
Christ. The work of the Holy Spirit is to lead the sinner to belief in the
forgiveness of sins, the Holy Spirit showing the sinner that it is not just
sins which are forgiven in general, but his sinsi "If you believe that only
God can take away sin, you have the right faith, buf.from here must you go
on to beliewe (and it is not you who can do this but the Holy Spirit must
enable you to believe), that through him you really have forgiveness of your
sin. This is the tes%imony of the Holy Spirit in our hearts that says to
us 'Your sins are forgiven you'."s36) The object of this faith, which is

communicated through the Holy Spirit, ié Jesus Christ and his redemptive

work. Luther is quite insistent that justification is through Christ alone.
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He says "These people, therefore who approach God through faith but not at
Fhe same time through Christ, actually go away from Him." (37)

By faith in Christ the believer receives:salvation, for through faith

© God regards the sinner as righteous. It is not our own righteousness that we
receive "for God does not want to save us by ours but by an extraneous right-
eousness, which does not originate in ourselves but comes to us beyond our-

. selves, which does not arise on earth but comes from heaven".(38) This alien
righteousness which is accredited to us is none other than the righteousness

of Christ. "Wherefore' asks Luther, "shall we take that which excuses us?

Only from Christ and in Christ. For when his oym heart reproaches the Christ-
ian and accuses him by testifying against him that he has done evil, he
presently turns from it and turns to Christ and says 'He made satisfaction,

he is righteous, he is my defence, he died for me, he.made righteousness to

be mine and made my sins his own'. Thus the sinner is now 5ustified, righteous
in the éyes of God, though sinful in his own eyes."(39) Again Luther says

"Now can we say that he is perfectly righteous? No, but he is at the same

time both a sinner and righteous, a sinner in fact but righteous by virtue

of the reckoning and certain promise of God that he will redeem him of sin,

in order in the end to make him perfectly whole and sound. And therefore he
ié alfeady whole in hope while in fact he is a sinner but he has already

begun to be righteous and always seeks to be more so, always believing him-
self to be unrighteous".(4o)

This interpretation of justification is more than can be accounted for

by a passive interpretation of the iustitia dei. Here God is indeed not
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regarded as a Judge who demands his ounce of flesh, but as a merciful God

who makes righteous. However, the originality of Luther does not lie in this,
but there is more to follow. The path to salvation cannot and is not deter-
mined at any stage by our respénse. So serious is the Fall, that any right-
eousness a man might claim for himself is a false righteousness. The only
true righteousness is the righteousness of Christ; this cannot be achieved
by anything that man does, but is given through and in Christ, by the gift

of faith. There is no other way than through Christ and through faith that
man can be saved. This is true not only of man before first justification, ZI
but also of the man who has been justified as well. Justification is a con-
tinuous event, which is not just a step towards salvation; indeed it antici-
pates in itself the Last Judgment. Man is therefore saved sola fide and sola
gratia. It is Luther's insistence on the sola that marks him Sff from his
predecessors, even St. Augustine.

If man cannot win justification, does he contribute to his sanctifica-
tion? ILuther's Doctrine of Sanctification is far from easy to understand.
Indeed it has received a number of gquite contradictory explanations.(41)

This is just what we would expect. Justification was for Luther the decisive
moment of redemption and as such it anticipated the Last Judgment. Sanctifi-
cation had to take a subordinate place. Indeed, Luther never treated
sanctifica&ion on its owﬁ; it is as it were looked on as the "flip-side"

to justification.(42) Some points are, however, beyond dispute. Firstly,

Luther regarded the justified man as both righteous and a sinner. This

excludes any view that might think of sanctification as instantaneous. Indeed
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it was for Luther a life-long process which was never completed until death.
Secondly, Luther strongly believed that one of the fruits of justification
were good works. Indeed there was no possibility of good works in those not
justified. "The only thing that matters is God's mercy and therefore it is
not necessary for anyone to will or to run but ﬁe nust take it %o say 'A man
owes his ability to will and to run, not to his own power but to tpe mercy
of God, who gave him this power to will and to run'."(za) Luther adds '"Works
of faith he calls deeds which are done in the spirit of libérty and only from
the love of God. These can only be done by people who have been justified
by faith".(44) Hard work is expected of the justified, even if this does not
win or contribute towards salvation. ILuther puts this point particularly
strongly in the following words "We are not called to a life of ease but to
labour against passions, which would not be without guilt unless the mercy
of God did not impute them".(45) Works done by the justified are elsewhere
called “"prayers" for our final righteousness.

Such passages led H011(46) to the belief that Luther taught that just-
ification made people righteous. Justification included the conditions upon
which a man would become righteous. There is much truth in this point of
view. The emphasis that Luther puts on good works after justification,
certainly convinces us that for Luther, justification was far more than a
legal fiction. The justified man does good works. Luther also seems to have
regarded faith as a gift of real righteousness, for through faith God was

given his due. The first requirement of God was faith and it is the begin-

ning of a real righteousness. Luther also uses frequently, the metaphor of
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the doctor and the good Samaritan to describe the work of Jesus in the just-

ified man. Luther clearly expected that there would be a real growth in

righteousness in the justified. The real difficulty arises when we ask

(41)

whose is this righteousness which grows. Prenter. argues that, even
after justification, the simner never has a righteousness of his own. The
righteousness that he does receive, is through the increase of faith and is
always an alien righteousness. Only the life of Christ deserves to be
called the justified's spiritual life. The progress we make is the progress
of Christ from his bﬁptism to his resurrection. In baptism and in just-
ification, life takes on an eschatalogical character and thereafter the
sinner takes part in God's own progress towards His final goal. Yet that
goal is already presgnt in Christ in Justification. Rupp concludes his
statement of Luther's doctrine of santification with these words "It is

true that Luther spéaks of growth, and of the sanctification of tﬁe sinner,
but his growth from baptism to death in this world is "semper peccator,
semper penitens, semper justus". On the one hand, he is a sinner, and his
own righteousness is under condemnation; on the other hand, again and again
he turns to the righteousness of Christ (iustitia aliena). In this 1life he
is "flesh" "the old man", and "spirit" "the new man", buf there is progress
in this Christian life for the-old maﬁ is disappearing. But this progress
is not growth into a righteousness of one's own on the ground of which man
stands Ycoram deo'", but a progress in faifh and hope and love, a dwelling

in the righteousness of Christ, through faith, in the power of the Holy

Ghost".(48)
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Luther therefore refused to separatg sanctification from justification,
both being a single life-long event. Luther says "The whole life of the
new people, the believing people, the épiritual peéﬁle is this; with the
sigh of the heart, the cry of deed and the toil of the body to ask, seek
and pray, always for justification, ever and ever again to the hour of death,
neﬁer to stand still and never to rest in any accomplisﬁment; not to regard
any works as if it ended the search for righteousness but to wait for the
end as if it dwelt somewhere ever beyond one's reach; and to know that as
long as one lives, he will ever have his beiﬁg in his sins".(49?

The importance of this-réfusal to separate justification fromsanctifi-
cation can hardly be exaggerated; for Luther they stand together as twin
aspects of God's work in man. This flies in the face of all the traditional
interpretationé'of Justification. There can never be a stage in this life
at which a man can be regarded as righteous in himself. The verdict of God
in justification and it's fruit in sanctification are not finished works,
but they run parallel tﬁrough the Christian life. It is therefore incorrect
to speak of a life after justification, for throughout the whole of one's
life, one is being Jjustified.

In Luther's view, the distinction between justification and sanctifi-
cation cannot be measured chronologically, but logically, for only logically
must justification preceed sanctification; sanctification wholly depends om
Justification. There can be no sanctification for the unjustified man.

This contrasts with the left-wing nominalist view which saw human effort

and achievement as a prerequisite for justification.



20.

These famous lectures on the Epistle to the Romans sum up Luther's
theological development t& the year.1516. They are original and they
challenge the accepted theories on justifﬁcétion of all schools (not just
the nominalist), but they do not mark the end of Luther's theoloéical
development. Ee was yet to discover an adequate focabuiary to express his
convictions, for at this stage, Luther only glimpsed the implications of
his work. After 1516, Luther gréw in confidence and gradually discovered
vocabulary(so) adequate.for his revolutionary ideas. The range of Luther's
theology extended as he realises the consequences of his teaching on ethics,
christology and éacramental theology. Nonetheless the decisive moment in
Iuther's theological development is now past and what follows is more
predictable. We therefore content ourselves with only a general portrait
of Luther's theology as it developed from 1517 to 1536.

The'depth of human sin and the effect of the Fall on Adam's posterity
was not only the subject of two of Luther's most technical worké, but
claimed much attention in his subsequent éommentaries and sermons. This
is indeed not surprising. Luther was anxious to show that the only right-
eousness a man migﬁt have was the righteousness of Christ. Manws a fallen
creature incapable of redemption through works, guilty of the greatest sin
of all and liable to eternmal punishment. Not only this, but in the Fall,
man had made himself a prisoner of the devil, from whose grip he cannot
free himself. In the final section of "De Servo Arbitrio"(5l) Luther lists

biblical quotations to substantiate his view, that the universal guilt of

mankind and the universal domination of sin, deprive man of free-will.
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This would of course nullify any contribution ?o_jusjificatiop that man
might attempt and jhis'is precisely the point that_Luthgr goes on to make.
Works have no copt;ibqtion to make to justificgﬁ%PQ.Qr ga;yation, gnd there~
fore "All that is done by man is either rlghteousness or s1n in God's 81ght -
righteousness if falth is in it, sin if faith 1s 1ack1ng" (5 ) Here the
doctrine of the "totiys homo" is used with devastating simplicity to show
the impotency of the natural will.

Bven after baptism, the power of evi}‘continpes to_drag the sinner to
terrible sins, even though they do not affect thg final destiny of the
justified. Luther makes both points in his "Contra Latomum". "Thus sin ip
us after baptism is of its nature truly sin," says Luther, "but onl& accord-
ing to substance and not in quantity, quality or action, for it is wholly
.passive. Thé motive of anger and of evil desire-is really the same in the
godly and thg_go@;ess, the same before anq_after 8Tace ... but in grace, it
can do nothigg, while outside grace it gets_ﬁhg.upper hand."(53) The con-
science, Which_Luther hﬁ@ thought in his ybunger days to be a reliable
faculty, is now dismissed as a "timid, frightened and terrified thing".
Often it does positive harm, by urging the sinner to save himself by his
own efforts.

Man is so blinded by the Fall that he cannot even appreciate the
seriousness of his own condition. Only the Law is sufficient to attain a
right knowledge of self. It was not until 1518 that Luther frequently

employed the dialectic between Law and Gospel to describe the Strange and

Proper work of God. The vocabulary is new but the thought behind it is not.
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Luther had constantly_denied that works could y;gnsg;vatiqn. The alien
righteousness of Christ wa§ the only rightgouspes;ﬂwh;cb cpyld save. The
merciful wrath of God is_an instrument of salvgtjpp, bepagse.it Jeads the
sinner tq distrugt any ;ighteogsness of his own anq turn to the righteousness
of Christ. All this had bggn pentral to Luthe;'g thought.before 15;8. The
contrast between Law gnd_Gospel appealed_fo_Lutper, not on;ylbecause it was
bibligal, but also becausg it put jhe onus onHQQd.for the‘preparation fpr
justification.(ss)_ Confession is as much %_WQ?F of_Go@ as justification
itself. Law and Gospel are in antithegi; to ggch other. In man, though
not in God, the work of the Law and the work of the Gospel are always in
opﬁosition._ The Christ of the Goépel can never be confused with the Lawg
he can only be seen as a saviour. The righteousness revealed in Christ
does not condemn but makes righteous. This contrast between Law and Gospel
becomes more and more important for Luther. In 1531, he can even state
"Therefore whoever knows how to distinguish The Gospel from the Law should
give thanks to God and know that he is a real theologian®.( %)

The role of the Law is to show man his own impotence, to fulfil the
moral demands of God. Indeed the Law embodies the strange work of God
"yhich serves to increase transgression".(57) It is a vehicle of God's
wrath, a tool which destroys all self-righteousness; it is a "huge and
powerful hammer", "The hﬁﬁmer of death, the thunder of hell and the lighten-
ing of divine wrath".(58) Paradoxically the Law contributes to salvation,

because it impels the sinner to the promise of grace, and makes it sweet

and desirable. When the Law is not regarded as a standard to be achieved
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for salvation,‘it is part of the proper work of God; to live by the Holy
Spirit is to fulfil the Law and yet to escape tpelcgrse of the Law.

The task of the Gospel is to be conprasted wijh the work of the Law.
"The Law" says Luther, "introduces us to sin apd overwhelms us with_the
knowledge of it. It doés ?his so that we may §§ek to be freed gnd to sigh
after grace for jhe Gospel also preaches and_teaches two things, namely the
righteousness and gift of God. Through ;ightgqugngss_;t hgals the corrupt-
ion of our nature. This is done by the true ;ighteouspess, which is the
gift (donum) of God, faith in Christ".(59)v If the work of the Law is the
strange work of God, the Gospel is the proper work of God. ("If the law
destroys all human works, the gospel sets before men and befofe me, the
righteousness of God.") Under the Law, there is condemnation; under the
Gospel salvation. The central message of the Gospel is that “redemption
has been won for us who have faith in Jesus Christ, and that Jesus Christ
is Our righteousness".(so?

The themes that make up the Gospel, faith, righteousness and Christ,
are fully treated in Luther's work after 1516. Faith is given a wider
meaning. Faith is a work of God, not of man and God. It is the faith of
promise, not of the Law.(sl) It is given by the Holy Spirit, in the "hear-
ing" of the Gospel. Neither is it simply a feeling; Luther is still
insistent that faith is not produced from the sensﬁé. He says '"Therefore
faith in Christ is an exceedingly arduous thing because it is & rupture and

a removal from anything that one experiences within and without, to the

things one neither experiences within and without, namely to the invisible
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and high iﬁcomprghensible_Godﬁ.(éz)-.Yet théﬁlfai?h'g;ugs th heart_gnd
Word togethpr and makgs them 6ne. Through faith_thg Wgrd.and the heart“
become one spirit "jugt as man and wife becqmg one_flesh"f(sé) "ngth is-
the truth of the héa;ﬁ,_that ig_ﬁhg righﬁ“kqulgﬂgqnpf the_hga;jlabouﬁ___
God."(64) ."To belieyg“is to yave fprsaken thg_ggrﬁh;y th;ng, and to cling
to the invisible, indeed_to have one's l1life "hidden_in God'."(65) And again
Luther says "Faith is that which hides the sinne?-undgr the'wings of Christ
and which glories in His righteousness".(66) mThe life of faith is there-
fore inevitably alonely life, which Luther describes in éxistentialist
terms as follows. "The world is a house in which men are enclosed and
sleeping. I alone am outside the house, on the roof, pot in heaven, and
.8till not in the world. The world is below me and the heaven is above me.
I hover between the life of the world and etermal life, lonely in the faith."(67
Tﬁe object of faith is Jesus Christ. The sinner must first turn to
thé incarnate and human Christ, for the divine Christ is to be apprehended
only through the human, and only in this way can God be seen as a saving
and not a judging God. Luther puts the point in his commentary on Hebrews,
when he says "One should note here that he (the author) mentions the
humanity of Christ before he mentions the divinity, in order in this way
that he may establish the well-known rule that one learns to know God in
faith. For the Humanity is the Holy Ladder of ours mentioned in Genesis
28:22 by which we ascend to the knowledgg of God. Therefore John 14:16

also says "no-one comes to the Father but by me" and again "I am the door".(ss)

The sufferings and temptations of Christ are testimonies to this humanity;
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they canngt'be pver;opked if the Chrisﬁign faith is_tg bg t;g}y‘g_theo;ogy
of the oross and mot & theology of glory. Through the mmiliation of the
crosg,}thg'CLristigpb;éggvyis Master passes through dgg?h to life.' The
?ﬁfechtung is anlexperigpce pot pecglig;_jg_the“discip;g; .ituis but a
reflection of tpe_humiliation of the Magtg;. “?aith ﬁhgn_isnfaith ;p Jesus
Christ gnd far qorg_than either intgl}ectga}“§§§ept"and an eppt;pnal__
response to the love of Cod in Christ:_ By fgith“the Chrisfian man recap-
itulates ip his own }ife_the_experiencg-pf Ch;ist.

By faith, Ghri;t is recognised as the Redggmgr. Many images are
pooled by Luther to explain the mystery of the atongment. In his earlier
days, Luther followed Staupitz in preferring exemplarist theories of the
atonement; 1like Staupitz(69) he had affirmed the justification of God
through the faith of the believer. After 1516 what Aulen(!®) has called
the classic theory of the atonement proved more and more attractive to
Luther. The death and resurrection of Christ are seen as a decisive
victory over powers, in pa:ticular, sin, the devil, death and the Law that
have imprisoned man. The drama of the rgdemption is unfolded as a duel
between Christ and the powers of darkmness. By the cross of Christ, the
devil and his kingdom are defeated. Faith is faith in the conquering Christ.
The classic idea of the atonement apﬁealed to ﬂuther for at least two
reasons. Firstly, it safeguarded the objectivity of the atonement; the
event that won salvation is exclusively the_Christ event. Man as man

rlayed no part in winning this victory. Secondly, the martial imagery fits

Luther's experience of the spiritual life; +the life of faith like the life
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of Christ is a struggle not simﬁly against buman forces but against the devil
and all his workg..

It is not enough for the Christian to believe that Christ has won
redemption for mapkin@, he must also believe that Chgist has won redemption
for him. The birth? @ggth and:resurrection are pro nobis. _Christ died for
us. The doctrine pf assurance is indeed to be based on this'astounding fact -
not on anyﬁhing that man mighf do, but on the promises of God fulfilled in
Jesus Christf

Justificgjigp is the means whereby the redemption is applied to indi-
yigualsf The cause and the agency of justification is again_nofhing that man
doess justifigatibn is given through Christ and the Holy Spirit. To the
question "How can & man be righteous before God?" Luther gives a twofold
answer. "Two things" he says, "perfect Christiaﬁ righteousness} the first
is faith in the heart which is a divinely granted gift (donum) ahd.iwhich
formaelly believes in Cprist; the second is that God reckons this imperfect
faith as perfect righteousness, for the sake of Christ the Son who suffered
for the sins of the world."(Tl) Both this faith and this righteousness
proceed from Christ and in Christ. The faith that is necessary is God-given
faith in Jesus Christ and the righteousness that is required is the righteous—
ness of Qh;ist. In some passages Luther makes the point that faith is no
less than a real righteousness. On Galatians 336, Luther comments "With
these words, Paul makes faith to God, the supreme sacrifice, for it atitributes
- to God, glory, the highest thing that can be attributed to him_... Therefore

faith justifies because it renders what is due to him."(72) Faith, not works
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is the basi§ qf“tbe_yighteopgpess of the sinner.

Thg—riéét?qggpgss of fgith is_not a 1ega1 fictiop; it‘is a real right-
eousness. Nqng?hglggs! jhe sinner is still a sinner, gnd'the pnly difference
betweep the jysﬁiiie@_sinner and the unjustified.sinngr lies in this — that
the sin_o:_the_justifieq is covered by the rightgeusness of Ch;ist. Luther
says “Qn'aGQQQnt of fgijh in Christ, God dogs not see the sin that still
%emaips_ip me. h?yt mganyhile Christ prqtects me_under the shadow of his
wings, and gp;eadg_ove; me the wide heaven of the forgiveness of sins under
which I 1ivq in s;fgty.‘ The righteousness of Christ is therefore the true
righteousness”of the'p?;ieve?? since he.canlpossess no righteousness of his
ownf"s?3)'.Th? sgmelideg_is Qonveyed typically by Luther in these words "I
will pqt:prggcp gbpgt man';_righteousnpss or praise his wérks, but only thy
(Cyrisf's)_wgyk tpat’npthi§g is greater than thisnfighteopsngss by which all
sinners ape_@gstified and without which all others are sinners."(74)

“_The p§s§§vg_?;ghﬁgousgegs of Gpd coincides with the righteocusness of
Qh;iéf. .Thg iu;tijia dei is shown in this; in Christ, man‘is made righteous
th;ough f;ith ip Jegus_Christ. There is therefore no difficulty in balancing
jhe igstitia dgi with'thg_work of mercy in Christ. The iustitia Christi is
none other fhgn the justitia dei.

Justificaﬁipn ig seen by pyther ?n his latter years, as indeed in his
;ectures pn_Bomgns,'aﬂja lifg-long event. Throughout all the Christian's
life he i; cgve;g@ by ﬁhg_righﬁeousness of Christ._ Luther says "Forgiveness

of sins is not just a passing work or action but of perpetual duration. For

the forgiveness of sins begins in baptism and remains with us all the way
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to death until we arise from the dead and it leads to life eternal. So we
are continual}y_gpdg;mthe rgmission of sins".(75)

.Luthe;tsiattitpde_tg sanctification hardly changes after 1516. The
removal of gctpal sin does not contribute to our final selvation. The whole
of the_Christian_;ifg.is_gqvered by the umbrella qf thg forgiveness of sins.
This does npf'mggn_ﬁhat goqd works are unimportant, but they are not the
ground of sa}yat;on. “The good works of the sinner who is justified by faith
are merely tokens 9f thagksgiving for the grace that he has glrgady received.
Neither are gogd wo;?s to be seen as constituting for_the jpstified a right-
eousness of their owm. Evep these works are the outworkings of the alien
righteousnegs,_thg righteousness of Christ. Luther says "The life and
behaviour of every_Christian should be so constituted that he does not kmow
or hayp gnything'but_Gpé ap@ in no other way than ip faith."‘76) Nevertheless
this faith is not a dead faith, devoid of good works, but a lively faith
that leads to’ them.

. The Gpristign_life i; always in via. The Christian must therefore
expect jo_e;pgrience tye_sufferings of Christ. thher says '"mothing is more
unlikp_a #pron§ and jhg_thrgne of God, than the pgople of Christ since it
dggg not seem ﬁo_be_glkingdpm_but a place of exile, to be living but actually
Qying, or_tq”be”ip g;o;y bgt“to be in disgrace or to dwell in wealth but to
@well_in.ex?rgme ppygrty as_evgryone‘pyp wants fq §ha;e in this kingdom is
(17)

gompelied to experience himself" and "it is necessary that the body of

4
sin and the lawé;f the flesh be destroyed for it is impossible for anything

unclean to enter the Kingdom of Heaven. But such destruction comes about
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through Christ's §ufferings, deaths and disgraces. Therefore God kills in
order tp_make_élij§ﬁfs78)

Lutherf§ quPfing_of justification is a radicgl dgpa;ture from both
the ngminaliét‘Fpggit;on in Vhich Luther was trained and also the theories
of High Scho}astieisg, _;t ;s now out of place to speak pf ?eritum de condigne
or even meritum ?e congruo gnd»tq suggest that man shopld do what.in him lies.
The truth is that on his own he can do nothing. Not only this but all those
terms oflthe sgho;astic period which suggested a grace given by God but which
becomes as it wgrg_the possession of the recipient, are also found to be
misleading. Inclqded_in @his category is the notion of infused grace with
its concomﬁitagt ?heological virtues. The old distinctions between created
and uncreated grace, and operative and co-operative grace, have no place in
this new theology, because they imply a parcelling out of the responsibility
for man's sa;vation; in reality that resp0nsibility is God's alone. There~
fore it is the grace and_favour of God alone which can give men peace and win
salvation for them through Christ; +this is the only kind of grace of which
Luther can speakf Tpat it i§-tru1y grace, something given rather than a
reward, somethipg :eceivé@ rather than something earned, is proved by the
fact thgt it coexists with human sin. The traditional vocabulary implies
that the };fe of th9‘Christian on earth, is a gradual progression towards
the Heavenly Jgrusaleg!'made possible at every stage by the gift of the
appropriate grace. Lgther thinks differently. Faith in Christ and the gift

of justification anticipate the final judgement of God upon the sinner. The

iustitia dei and the iustitia Christi meet in justification declaring man
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righteous thrqugh tpe align.righteousness of Christ, while man as man is
still a sinner apd sfi}l'a yiaﬁor. |

_ What we haye_here_;s something that is essentig}ly new. Luther differs
not only from_hi§ npg%pg;;st tgachers, but from the spholastic tradition as
a whole. "Othgr jhgo;Qg;ang had insisted on the necesgity of prevenient grace,
and on the thgpéentpig gaﬁu;e of the doctrine of justificatipn.' The distinc-
tivg featurg of_Lgthgrfs theology is his under;tan@ing of.the iustitia dei
Which noﬁ 9nly cqp@e@n§ but~declares righteous, not only>at the end of the
Chris?iap life befp;? the Ju@ggment Seat of Christ, but also within the
Christian life itself, in the act of justification by faith alone through
Christ.

It Will bg our purpose in the next chapter to describe the response of

the tradiﬁion t9 this new theology. Only then can we fairly state the

importance of Luther's contribution for his own age and for ours.



CHAPTER 3

JUSTIFICATION AND THE COUNCIL OF TRENT
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Luther's theology was a platform for revolt against the Chﬁrch as it
had evolved up to the end of the sixteenth century. The revolt was on two
élosely connected fronts. On the one hand it entailed a protest against the
spiritually unedifying theologies of the day, and on the other it provided a
focus for anti-papal reform.‘ Indeed for Luther's contemporaries the two
issues could not be separated. The_curia(l) sew the attack on the traditional
theology as an attack upon herself, while her own abuses of wealth and power
made her an easy target for anti-papal propaganda. The complexity of the
situation can be illustrated from Luther's interviews with Cajetan, for the
talks broke down not on the subject of justification but on the authority of
the Pope and general councils.(z)

An important consequence of the confusion between these two issues was
that it put the Pope doctrinally on the defensive. The history of the Council
of Trent cannot be understood unless this is taken into account. The well-
nigh disasterous delay(s) of the Council was due almost entirely to political
factors. In the eyes of the papacy, what was at stake was not only doctrine
but her own power and influence. In these circumstances no ﬁope would wish
t0 call a Council whose probable result would not only be the condemnation of
heresy but a curtailment of his wealth and authority. The papal demand that
vwhen the Council met itfs agenda should be ddctrinal rather than reformatory,
inevitably came into conflict with those who like Charles V saw papal reform
aé the primary object of the Council. For him doctrinal discussion could
only lead to further division in the Empire. Charles too wanted a Council,

(4)

but again, on his own terms.
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The delay of the Council had a profound impact on its composition and
character. Attempts at reconciliatiop had already failed, notably at Ratisbon.
The mood of appeasement had already departed from Rome. The liberal cardinals
appointed in 1558 had been matched by éonservative ones, and the "Consilium-
de Emendenda Ecclesia" had been whittled away by conservative elements in the
curia into a merely very superficial reform. The Order of Jesus had been
licensed in 1540 and the inquisition had been established in Rome. Rome was
no longer interested in compromise; now she needed a stance from which to
condemn Luther and instruct the faithful.

The composition(5) of the Council reflects the mood, for no protestant
theologian attended the Council and there was only one German delégate, the
majority of the members being either Spanish or Italian. Thé decision to
vote as individuals rather than by states further restricted the impartiality
of the Council,

More important, the delegates by and large were members of the trad-
itional orders and schools, Thomist and Scotist, many of them profoundly
influenced by nominalism. There were in fact no fewer than twenty-three
bishops and twenty-eight theologians of the dominican order taking part in
the discussions at Trent on justification.

Although pelagianism and double predestinaticn had both been cbndemned,(é)
there was much spade-work to be done. No previous Council had defined
Justification. Not only was there little material provided by Church Councils,

but much anti-Lutheran polemic was not helpful either. Initially Catholic

apologists had tended to concentrate on the sacraments rather than on
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justification,(7) and even after it had moved into the centre of the stage,
Catholic apologists were often content to denounce Luther's theory without
providing their readers with an alternative. There were, of course, exceptions
to this, of which Gropper's Egbiriﬁsz/;s the most notable example. _Honethe-
less, the Tridentine Fathers were short of good material with which to--
construct a rejoinder to Luther.

Inevitably the fathers tended to turn to their scholastic predecessors
for material, and although we do not wish to minimize the differences between
the schools, we claim they had this in common. They viewed the Christian
life as pilgrimage, as a journey, as a course which began with baptism and
Justification and finally led to eternal life. Once the Christian had been
Jjustified, he could in no sense be regarded as having arrived; he was merely
a viator, a pilgrim, a traveller on the road to the Heavenly Jerusalem.

Viewed in this way, it follows that however much the travelier must be pushed
and dragged on his journey, it is herwho must actually do the walking! The
viator must in some sense win his salvation, though of course he cannot do éo
without the grace of God.

The scholastic tradition is also unanimous in seeing justification as
a dual event, namely the forgiveness of sins and the renewal of the inner man.
This is even true of most nominalist theologiané and.in particu}ar the most
influential, Biel, who taught that "De potentia ordinata", in justification,
God both forgives the sinner and bestows the supernatural grace of righteous-j

(8) )

ness.

It is difficult to exaggerate the importance of this dual understanding
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of justification, for it undergirds the Scholastic and Tridentine doctrine

of merit. If man is npt merely forgiven, but actually reborn and made right-
eous, he has a status from which he can demand his rights from God. The just
man, the man who has been made righteous, actually deserves increase of grace
and finally eternal life, if he performs good works, from a just God who
rewards every man according to his works.

It is on this basis that the doctrine of merit has its foundation. We
illustrate this from the scholastic and nominalist distinction between meritum
de congruo and meritum de condigno. Meritum de congruo was that which man
did out of his own strength, ex puris naturalibus, before justification, and
it's effect was to aid man's preparation for receipt of righteousness. It
was not merit strictly speaking and God was not bbliged to give grace on
account of it, %it merely removed barriers to justification. Only after a
man had received supernaﬁural grace and had been made righteous, could he
actually earn anything from God. Thislinterpretation received greater
sophistica£ion from the nominalists. Robert Eolcot,(9) the nominalist,
extended the distinction by using "promereri" when he had meritum de condigno
in mind but the bare "mereri" where meritum de congruo was applicable. Our
point is that this distinction between meritum de congruo and meritum de
condigno rests on a particular understanding of justification which sees a
discontinuity between the natural man and the justified man, based on the
infusion of grace. The distinction, it is true, is a comparatively late

development, but its source is the Augustinian description of the justified

life as a pilgrimage. In this framework it is logical to think of the viator
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as a possible earner of merit, even if one must add the.saving clause that
God need not rewa;@ the Jjustified man.

While the Augpstinian framework provides an answer to the origin of a
doctrine of merit, gt least as it is applied to the Jjustified, we have still
t0 explain how‘a ¢octrine of merit was also provided for the natural man.

For an answer to this we turn to the nominalist-scotist tradition. It has
been argued that Trent represents a victory for the Thomists against this
tradition, but we shall argue later that this is not true. Augustine and his
disciples fought hard for a doctrine of prevenient grace, denying that man
could even in the most vague sense earn anything from God until he was
jusfified. However the nominalist and scotist attempt to free God from the
nexus of Thomist necessity, also erroded the affirmation that supernatural
virtues and habitual grace were de potentia absoluta necessary for salvation.
The result of'this was oddly to give greater sque_to f;eewill. De_potentia
absoluta thé distinétion_betweep natural and'supgrnatural virtues was blurred,
and more and more wgs.clgiped for the natural man. Ex puris naturalibus, a
man could prepare higself fo; his jgstification by_doing good works and could
earn merit, though no?_ip_thg strict sense. Oberman: givés the example of
Vega, as an early sixteenth century advocate of this view. While he denies
that man can eafn his jpstification "sinners still can perform acts of such
moral quality that it is fitting for God to accept them in his goodness as
'half' merits".(10) This is the same view as that which advocates meritum de

congruc as we have described it above. This view is somewhat safe-guarded by

the scotist, because for him the doctrine of justification, and therefore of
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merit, is circugsg;ibeg pyng-h;gh doctrine of prede;tination. Nonetheless,
it tan be seen thgt.the popcgpt of meritum de congruo, to a great extent,
undoes Augustine's_wo;? against pelagianism. |

As we sha}l argue ?elow, the Tridentine Fathers borrowed scholastic
and nominalist'gqgceyts tq p?ovide an adequate framewprk for their reply to
Luther. Thenﬂearth_of good_apologetic materigl against Luther, in addition
to the member§hip_of-the'CQgpcil, made this inevitable, the comsequence of
which was to carry pgth g.dgal interpretation of justification and a high
doctrine oflmerit.intp'Catholic dogma. The task in the rest of this chapter
is to substantiate these claims from the decrees and the discussions which
led to them.
At the beginnipg of theldisguSSions on justification, Cardinal Pacheco,(ll)
awvare of the importgnp? and difficulty of the task, wisely ;ecommended that
the theologigns be asked to report to the Council on certain qpestions which
were in dispute. De} Monte, the presiding legate agreed. These questions
are important and ipdeed the final text is little more than an attempt to
answer them. The quastions are a8 follows.
1) What is the essence and meaning of justification; what is meant by the

expression a man is Jjustified?
2) What are the causes of justification; +that is what does God effect and
what is required on the part of man?

3) How are we to understand the words of St. Paul, "man is justified by faith?

4) Whether and in what manner, works before or after justification relate to

it and what share have the sacraments therein?



5) What'precedes,”accgmyanies_gnd follows juétification?
6) The authoritigs;_ whethgr Scripture, Councils, Fathgrs or Apostolic
Tradition on whigynthe_apswers to the proposed questions rest?

We intend'to_uge the fi;st four of these questions as a framework to
our presentation pf thg discussions and decrees on Jjustification in the
Council for several reasons. In the first place we shall thereby be forced
to confine our ;nalysis_to the questions vhich the Fathers considered
important,_and thg;efore run less risk of judging Trent entirely in our own
terms and cha;lepgipg Pg;_on guestions which were not at that time on the
agenda. .Secondlyz p?e§enta?ion by means of gquestion and answer is likely to
lead to clea;gr_gxgosition_ﬁ?an an_analy;is of jhe final decree chapter by
chapter. Iinally these questions allow us to make full use, not only of the

final text, but also of the discussions which led up to it.

What is the meaning and essence of justification and what is meant by the

expression a man is justified?

The answer to jhis question, as we have already argued, is particularly
important, as it is in a sense the watershed which divides protestant from
catholic thought. The disagreement between catholics and protestants on the
subject of justification is not confined to different valuations of the
contributions of God and man for its attainment, continuation and conclusion.
Disagreements begin on the very nature of justification itself. The
Tridentine Fathe;s suspgcted that Luther was so concerned to stress the
divine role in justification that he had distorted the nature of justification

itself. At the hands of Luther it had become merely imputative. Luther had
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always Christ's? glwgys an gxternal righteousﬁess, and_from the beginning
the fatheré were concerned to affirm that justification works a real change
in man and that man_is not merely called but is righteous after justification.

This insisjencgion the dual nature .of justification, consisting of two
aspects, namely the forgiveness of sins and the bestowal of righteousness,
follows the maipstreag 9f Christian thought. If the Christian faith means
anything at al}? ??»pgst of course change people, and on this Luther and
Trent would have agrggd. Where they differ is in the status and role which
they give th;s_gh;ngef_“The fathers thought of it‘as integral to justification,
and therefore as a pgcessity fﬁr salvation, but Luther, on the other hand,
thought of it more as a conseguence of justifigation. For him jgstification,
the forgiveness of sin, determined a man's final destiny;_ good works pro-
ceeded from this, raﬁher than led towards it. The Tridentine definition fits
in well with the Augustinian tradition. Man is forgiyen and equipped by grace
for the Christiaq.wgrfare? fpr the pi;grimage to the Heavenly Jerusglem, but
the final verdict is noﬁ necessarily anticipated in justification but depends
on man's response to justifying grace. Election to grace need not imply
election to glory..

A basis fo: a definition ofljustification had already been prepared in
the Edict on Original_Sin._ The canons of this decree, already implies a
twofold interpretatiop of justificgt;on._ After describing the Fall, the
dedree goes on to discuss the remedy, stating in Canon 3 that there is no

other remedy "than the merit of the One Mediator, who hath both reconciled
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us to God in His own blﬁod and'Eggg unto us juijifiz;, sgnctification and
redemption". ‘There is here already a hint th;t Justification actualiy makes
righteous, and Canon 5 is even more explicit, stating very positively "By

the grace of:our Lo;d Jesus Christ, which is confirmed in baptism the guilt
of original sin is removed". Negatively it anathematises those who say "the
whole of that which has thg true and proper nature of sin is not taken away ...
(but) is oplj_raige@_nqt gssgrtedﬂ. The target of the anathema is clearly
thé Luthe;an @ogtr@ne pf jgstificétipn. Canon 3 is still just gapable of a
Lutheran interp;etation, but the clear impligation of Canon 5 is that just- |
ification cqpsists; not only of the forgiveness of sins, but also in the gift
of righteousness.

In the debates preceding the edict on justification, the bishops and
theologians were unanimously agreed on two points; firstly(lz) that just-
ification removgd the curse of Adam and liability to condemnation, and
secondly, that justificajion consistéd qf two parte, namely the forgiveness
of sins and the acquisition.of grace. Although there were'disagreements on
minor points (e.g. on the exact relationship of fhese two aspects-and on the
scotist identification of habitual grace with the habit of'charity) no member
questioned that both aspects were integral to justification. It is true that _
a few of the_bighops“apd thgologians prgfer;eq ﬁhe‘more.Augpsf;nian fqrmu;a
Wjustification is the imputation of righteousness through Jesus Christ"(13)
but even they wguld havg §hrunk from grdgfinitipn.whichfmight seem tq_éave
reduced justification to a mere forgivengss of sins. Man is not merely

declared righteous;’ he is made righteous.
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The fipal text of jhe decree on justification states quite unambig-
uously that justif;cat;on consists of these two parts, the forgiveness of
8in and the t;anslgtion of man from a state of sin to a state of grace.
Chapters 3 and 4 are here explicit, the former reading "if they (fallen men)
were not born again in Christ, they never would be justified; seeing that
in that new birtp there is bestowed upon them, through the merit of the

passion, the grace whereby they are made just" and the latier adding that

Justification ;s g trans;ation from the state wherein man is borm a child
of the first Adam_to_jhg statg of grace and adoption of the soms of God,
through the second Adam, Je;us Christ our Saﬁour". The words "state of
grace" are here synonymous_with "gtate of righteousness"! Canons 10 and 11
should be taken in conjunction with these two chapters, for they anathematise
all who wish to 1imit.justification to the forgiveness of sins and denial of
the infusion of grace into soul. |

In_their insistence_on the twofold aspects of justification, the
Tridentine Fathers had passed over the more radical English nominalist
thought and the reformers and returned to the scholastic tradition. It
would, however, be entirely wrong to regard the fathers at Trent as merely
traditional,_because they made an important contribution in a fresh and, to
our mind? welgome emphasis on the Christocentric character of the grace
infused in justification. The grace which is given in justification is the
grace of our Lord Jesus Christ. ZEvery time the twofold nature of justific-

ation is asserted, there is in the decree a direct reference to the redemptive
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work of Ch;ist." Chapﬁgr-7_§s highly significant in this respect, stating
that "we are not me;ely ;eputed, but truely are called just and are jusit"
and then adding "Although no-one can be just but he to whom the merits of
the passion of our Lord Jesus Christ are communicated, yet is this done in
the said justificatiqpfof the impious, when by the merit of the same most
Holy Passion? the lpve of God is poured forth by the Holy_Sparit in the
heart of those who are justified and is inherent therein; whence man through
Jesus Christ in whom he is ingrafted, receives in the said justification,
together Vith the remission of sins, all these gifts infused at once, faith
hope and cha;ity".' For the Tridentine Fathers the grace of justification.
can never become:our property over and against God. It is the fruit of the
passion of our Lord. It is ours, truly ours, but it is at the same time
dependent on the favour of God and the work of the Holy Spirit. This point
is to be amplified in our answer to the next question.

What are the causes of_justification, that is what does God effect and what

is required on the part of man?

The content of this chapter had already been a subject of controversy
and definition, and the Council had to steer a narrow course between pela-
gianism and its counterpart?_semi-pelagiénism and the doctrine of double
predestination. Both pptions - that which made man as totally responsible
for his jgstificatiop and that which gave the responsibility entirely to God -
had been condemned at previpus Councils, Carthage, Orange and Quiercy. The

Tridentine Fathers had to give a role to both God and man. But what in both

cases was that role to be?
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Augustinianism prevailed sufficiently in the Council for there to be
no dispute among the fathers on the prevenisncy of grace. In the edict on
o;iginal sin, man is described gs much in need of redemption, and Canons I
. éﬁd 4 are here particularly important. After the Fall, Adam is injured in
body and soul, losing his original hecliness and justice and incurring the
wrath and indignation of God. The plight of Adam is not his alone, it is the
plight of the.yhole buman race ﬁhich has participated in the sin of Adam, not
simply by imitation but by being infused with this sin. The edict does not
preclude a human contribution to justification, for it remains silent on the
vexed question of man's intellectual attainments after the Fall. The phrase
"changed in beody and éoul" is deliberately vague, and leaves open the question
éf injury to the will and.intellect. The door is left open for a high
doctrine of free will. |

The opening chapter of the edict on justification refers again to the
fall of Adam and the conseqﬁences of this fall for Adam's posterity,.con-
sequences so severe.that they cannot be attenuated by the labours of natural
man, even with the guidance of the Law. Chapter 2 extends the argumenti. It
states that God sent his Son into the world "that he might redeem Jews who
were under the Law ... and Gentilqs who followed not after Justice". Canons
I and 2 are complementary; they deny that man is able to save himself by his
own efforts or that he can save himself with the help of Christ without his
grace, or even that he is able to prepare himself for justification without
the prevenient inspiration of the Holy Spirit. The Tridentine Fathers were

anxious to clear catholic doctrine of the charge of pelagianism.
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The pre—eminence of the Divine role in justification is put in even
greatef clarity in chapter 7 of the decree where the causes of Justification
are listed. The final cause is the glory of God and Jesus Christ, and 1life
everlasting; the efficient cause is the merciful God who washes and sanct-
ifies us gratuitously, signing and annointing us with the Holy Spirit of
promise, who is the pledge of our inheritance. The meritorious cause is
"the most beloved only begotten our Lord Jesus Christ who when we were sinners
for the exceeding charity wherewith he lo§ed ué merited justification for us
by his most Holy Passion on the wood of the cross and made satisfaction for
us unto God the Father'"; the instrumental cause is the '"sacrament of baptism,
which is the sacrament'of faith without which faith no mén was ever justified"
and lastly the only formal cause is "the justice of God whereby he makes Just".

The subject of all these causés is in every case not man but God.
Justification is not a movement upwards from man to God, but a movement down~
ﬁards from God to man. Nothing that man can do, can cause it. Of particular
" importance in this connection is the mefij;puédcause. It is not our merit
that wins justification but the merit of our Lord Jesus Christ. And human
merit has to be seen in t.he context of this ﬁerit and outside that context
it had no value. Also of significance is the efficient cause, the merciful
God who washes and sanctifies through the Holy Spirit. The phrase "efficient
cause" is Aristotelian; the efficient cauée is the motive power which prod-
uces an event. Only through merciful God can man realise.salvation but the
phrase is not exclusive of a human contribution; "washes and sanctifies"

implies both baptism and a twin conception of justification, but of this we
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have already written.

Although this section in chapter 7 was a comparatively late addition,
it expresses the mind of the Council as a whole. In the opening discussions,
Salmeron had insisted that God was the "“totius auctor nostrae justificationis$%4)
John of Udino'13) admittedly at the time suspected of Lutheran sympathies,
submitted a 1list of causes not unlike that in the final draft. Few, at least
on this point, would have disagreed with either of them. This section in
Seripando's draft was little altered.

The-Councily however, was not to be content with a statement simply of
this kind. Not only had it to be affirmed that God in Christ was the Author
of salvation, but the Council also was obliged to say how that authorship was
exercised in the soul of the individual believer. Therefore they went on to
say that grace is prevenient, 3;°§§3ﬁ;;g any work of man. By this grace,
irrespective of our merits and virtues, God incites the soul for preparation.
for justification; this preparation is a divinely aided response to the
vocatio of God. When the sinner is so prepared, he is justified by God who
forgives, the sinner and infuses grace into his soul. God sustains the sounl
in the state of grace and by his gift of perseverance leads it to life eternal.
The role of God is determinative.

While there was unanimity concerning the role of God in justification,
theologians and fathers were sharply divided concerning the role of man. In
the preliminary discussions and reports of the theologians, the majority(lé)
considered that man had an important, if sulsidiary role, to play in his‘owﬁ

justification. However, there was a minority who considered that that role
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was merely passive; this was the view advocated by John of Udino.‘l7? If

the reports we have of the discussions are accurate, John stressed that faith
alone was needed for man's justification. By faith, ﬁe receive the forgive-
ness of sins and, througﬁ the merits of Christ, rather than through merits

of our own, we are Jjustified. Other members of this minority group, including
Gregory of Sienna, denied that freewill contributed to justification. There
was disagreement too in the general congregation. Again the majority, follow-
ing the scotist and nominalist traditions, believed that good works merited
Justification de congruo, but a few,notably the Bishop of Belluno and Bishop
Agquino, however, denied the reality of good works and therefore their accept—
ance by God before justification.

Again, the majority certainly believed that there was such a thing as
preparation for justification, but even within this majority there were great
differences. Some thought that merely the consent of man to the work of God
was required, but most of the bishops wished to say more. With the aid of
prevenient grace, man renounces his sin, believes in the gospel and intends to
live after the pattern of Jesus Christ. The scotist and nominalist traditions
were better equipped to deal with the question of the preparation; thomism
héd been more hesitant in constructing a psychology of conversion. In the
case of second justification, all agreed that peniyﬁgce was a necessary pre—
requisite.

In the final text, Trent's answer to the question of man's ggntribution
is given in chapters I, 5; 6 aﬁd 14 in addition to canohs 4, 5 and 7.\‘As we

have said above, the édict on original sin had left open the question of
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freewill. Chapter I of the decree on justification is, however, quite
explicit. It affirﬁs the reality of freewill after the Fall. Without it
there is no'possibility of a human contribution to justification. Although
chapter 5 stresses the preveniency of grace, it states that the role of this
grace is merely that it "aidsband quickens man to convert themselves to their

(18)

Justification" and also asserts that, by freewill, man can rejeect the

prevenient gr;ce of God. The doors are open to a theology of the human con-
tribution. In chapter 6, éeveral stages of preparation are outlined. Having
received faith by hearing (as distinct from infused faith), the gnner is led
to believe that which is divinely revealed and promised, éspecially that the
sinner is justified by God in Christ, and there follows a recognition of sin,
a fear of God and then confidence in the divine mercy, a love of God, and a |
hatred of sin and finally a resolve to receive baptism. Chapter 7 is clearly
written in the conviction that faith alone is not enough. While the text
avoids.phrases like*love of God super omnidt and refuses to decide between
the contritionalist and the atﬁﬁxionalist, it is clear that it{represents a
victory for the scotist and the nominalist.

Chapter 14 redefines the preparation required in the case of post bap-
tismal sin. This consists not only of the detestation of sin, a determination
to aveid sin, and a contrite and humble heart, but also confession, satis-—
faction and absolution. In respect to the question we have raised, Chapter
14 adds little new, except to underline the Tridentine conviction that faith

alone is an insufficient preparation for justification. Canons 3 and 5 main-

tain the necessity for a preparation and alsc the freewill for it.
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The difficult question of the Tridentine attitude to meritum de congruo
prior fo justification must now be digcussed. The second draft of the decree
included the phrase "tamquam proprie merita exciudantur". This quite obviously
excluded meritum de éondigno, but the hproprie" clearly édmits some idea of
meritum de congruo. MNeritum de congrué we remember was not merit in the
strict sense of the word; it only affirmed the suifability of a reward. The
emphasis was on the graciousness of God, who through His mercy rather than
his justice, de potentia ordinata rewarded the efforts of the unjustified by
giving his grace. Seripando attacked this phrase; to his Augustinian
it smelt of pelegianism, but many of the ¥athers were in favour of the retention
of the "proprie" precisely because it retained the possibility of meritum de
congruo; .

In the final text no mention is apparently made of merit prior to just-
ification, and from this many scholars have concluded that it represents_g
victory for the Thomist against nominalist and scotist rivals. Heiko Oberman::
has drawn our atfention to the word "promereri" which is to be found in the
final text in three piaces. He argués that prbmereri is to be distinguished
from mereri, since the former was only used by the nominalists when they
referred to meritum de condigno. This still allows for meritum de congruo.

The final text of the decree only denies that man can earn merit in the full
sense (promereri) and this leaves quite open the question of meritum de congruo.
It is éuite clear also ffom the debates that a large number of members probably

e majority applied this interpretation. To this we would add two points in

favour of the Oberman: hypothesis. The preparation described in the final
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text is regarded as necessary and is not td be considered as an optional
extra. It is essential for justificatioﬁ. While no specific works are in
mind, it could be claimed that the disposition itself was some kind of meritum
de congruo. Secondly, Canon T not only refutes the contention that works

flone before justification are evil, but zlso applaunds the seeking of this
grace through good works and this implies the possibility of a reward.

The reply of the fathers to this second question can be summarised as
followé. God initiates; works and brings to completion, the Jjustification
of the soul. This does not, however, preclude an important contribution on
the part of maﬁ; indeed this hés been made possible by the retention of
freewill after the Fall. In response to the vocatio of God, man must prepare
himself for justification.- The good works that he does at this stage allow
him the possibility of de coﬁgruo claim on the grace of jusfificgtion. It
is easy to see the influénce of nominalism here on this final statement.

‘The Council of Trent thus defines the roles of God and man in the
process of justification. Both the initiative of God and the co-operation
of man are essential; without either there can be no justification. In
effect this clashes with the reformation dictum sola fide sola gratia." What
indeed is left of the Pauline insis?ﬁhce on the priority of faith? For the
answer to this questioﬁ we turn to our next subject.

How are we to understand the words of St. Paul, we are justified by faith?

The Council's reply to the previous question to a very great extent

determines her answer to this one. Chapter 6 clearly implies that faith

alone is not of itself sufficient preparation for justification, and yet the
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Paulirie teaching on justification by faith alone could not be ignored, for
scripture and tradition were the source of doctrine. There was only one
course open to the €C.ouncil and that was to interpret tﬁe Pauline phrase in
such a way that it was not inconsistent with Chapter 6 of the decree.

This indeed had been the problem from the start. In the early dis-
cussiohs, the majority of the Council had wished to affirm that man made a
large contribution towards his own justification, but fidelity to scripture
and tradition entailed the belief that justificat;on was wholly gratuitous
and that thepath to it was God-given faith. The debates themselves reflect
the tension between these two motifs. The iséues were complicated by the
different understandings of what Paul meant by faith. A few, mostly those
who wished to minimize the human contribution, understood by the word faith
"fiducia", a sure and certain trust in Jesus Christ who haé procured our
iedemptién and through whom the Father Eas forgiven sinmners. In the first

t
debate, Seripando had interpreted faith in this sense (Fidei: says Seripando(23)
"huius efficium utest applicare nobis et communicare iﬁétitia dei, hoc est
ﬁerita et satifactionem, Christi quae per fidem nos communicantur".) Although
Luther had interpreted faith as fiducia, it does not follow that éli who
interﬁretqd faith in this way were Lutherans. This illustrates both the
confusion on the lexical meaning of-faith,'ana also on its importance and
role for justification. The compromise statement at Ratisbon(24) had indeed
.accepted Luther's interpretation of faith, but had also affirﬁed the reality
of meritum de céndigno after justification.

On the other hand, Salmeron(25) before the general congregation had
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refused to identify faith with fiducie. Faith is not fiducia, it is the
substancevof things hoped for; it is to 5elieve divinely revealed truths.

If this was not enough, there was disagreement between the schools on the

fole of faith in justification. The thomists believed that faith was integral
to justification and it was infused with charity into the soul. Their point
was not that of ILuther, for they did not interpret faith as fiducia. For
them the faith which justified was belief in the Divine revelation infused

(26)

with charity into the soul. The vote of Bertano of Fano is here illumin-

ating. He states that by means of an active faith, we participate in our
-justificétion. The accent is on a lively faith, a faith infused with-love,

a faith that perfbrms good works. To Bertano therefore good works are not
merely a token of our justification; they are an essential element within it.
On the other hand the scotist and nominalist schools gave to faith a merely
freparatory role. Indeed, while all the Council disagreed with the Lutheran
dictum "justificatibn by faith" alone (at least in the way the reforﬁers
interpréted it) they were not égreed uﬁon an alternative. Inevitably the
final draft reﬁresents something of a compromise.

The final text of the edict on justification, outlines the importance
and role of faith, in chapters 6, 7, 8 and 9. Chapter 6 di¢scribes the role
of faith as a disposition for justification. Faith here is not thought of as
fiducia; it is "credenda vera esse quae divinitas revelats et promissa est".
Faith is the work of prevenient grace and is the basis of all the other facfors

that go to make up the preparatory disposition, but it does not however

exhaust the human contribution to justification. So far we have scotist
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teaching. In chapter 7 faith, following the thomist tradition, is described
as an integral part of justification. The faith which Justifies is not,
however, merely faith; '"nam fides, nisi ad eam spes accedat et caritas, neque
unit perfecte cum Christé neque corporis eius vivam ﬁembrum efficet". Faith
and hope and charity ingrafted into the soul makes man a new creature and an
heir of eternal life. Chapter 8 has to be interpreted in the light of the

two preceeding chapters. It owes its inclusion to the work of Cervini, who
collected a whole series of patristic and scholastic quotations to support

the contention that man is justified by faith. Faith as belief in divine
revelation and promise is indeed the begimning of justification, and faith
inclusive of hope and love, is the foundation and root of justificationm.
However, the primacy of faith does not mean that there is no room for good
works in justification or that faith exhausts the human preparation for it.
Faith does not cause justification, and the penultimate clause of this chapter
makes this very clear, for it states "we are therefore said to be justified
gratuitously because none of those things that precede Jjustification, neither
faith or works merit justification". The true causes of justification are
indeed listed in chapter 7 and all-of them stem from the mercy of God. It is
only therefore in a very limited sense that faith is to be understood as‘"the
beginning root and ground of our justification". Canons 9, 12 and 13 speéific—
ally deny to faith the title of a cause of jusfification, firstly as a preéep-
aratory disposition and secondly as a humah contribution to justification.

A corollory to the Lutheran doctrine of justification by faith alone is

the doctrine of assurance. The differences between Luther and Trent is
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brought into prominence by_the fathgr;' condemnation of Luther's teaching on
this point. 'Luthqr regards faith as fiducia, as personal trust in Jesus Christ,
and as belief_that He has not jgst redeeped anybody but us. The prfﬁobis
character of #he ;edemptive work of Christ and his attack on works ;s a means
of earning justifipatiqn leads Luther to a strong doctrine of assurance.
Trent, however? saw both faith and works in a different light from this.

While there qould‘be no doupt concerning the sufficiency of Christ's work,

its efficiency was always in doubt, because of the uncertain response of man.
There were ;ndeed_mgny disagreements concerning the doctrine of assurance in
the Council, but these did not directly affect attitudes to Luther's doctrine.
The‘dispute witpin.the Council concerned the scholastic argument on the sub-

(27)

ject of §acramental certainty. Ba?éng a human obstacle, the scotists
claimed there could be certainty of justification in the sacraments of Baptisnm
and Penance, but then added that election to grace did not mean election to
glory, and therefore the final fate of the baptised or penitent was still in
doubt. The thomists, who strongly insisted on the need for contrition, would
not even affirm the validity of sacramental certainty.

Chapters 9, 12 and 13 are devoted to a refutation of the Lutheran doc-
trine of assurance. Chapter 9 asserts that belief that one is Jjustified
provides no guarantee that this is the case, and denies the Lutheran assertion
that the mgn who @oes not believe he is justified, in fact is not. Chapter
14 qnderlines these contentions, chapter 12 adding a denial of certainty of

election to glory and chapter 13 denying that there can be any certainty that

one has received grace of perseverence. Chapter 15 affirms that faith caness
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coexist with mortal sin. Canons 15-17 support these assertions with anathe-
mas.

We do not therefore find in Trent a clear sola fidg for faith has to
be taken alongside_other things as a condition of justification. In effect,
faith and works 1ead to it. Agein we find a nominalist conclusion to the
argument. We now consider the role of yorks ip greater detail.

Whether or in what way, works before or after justifigation concur thereto?

We have already answered the first part of this guestion in our dis-
cussion of the.prgpgrgtion for justification. We recall that, while the
Council specifically deniedvthat man could earn his justification strictly
speaking, the Council supported the theory that man was able to merit de
congruo.

The answer whicﬁ Trent gave concerning works performed after justifi-
cation likewise divided them from Protestant thinkers. It is, however,.not
fair to think that the Tridentine position simply affirmed that once given
the grace of Jjustification man could earn salvation. Trent's teaching on
merit has to be understood in the whole context of the edict on justification
or it is misleading.

The Tridentine thhers almost unanimously regarded good works as an .-
important factor in deciding a man's future destiny. They were anxious to
safeguard both the freedom and responsibility of man. In the preliminary
discussions, only the Bishop of La Cava(28) was not prepared to state that

good works performed after justification were meritorious; his own formula

is particularly reticent (Ea tamen opera merentur quatenus merita Christi
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nobis merita Christi); Other members were all convinced of the meritorious
nature of these works,_but the coptext in whicp this was understood is
important. Pinaro}iensis(zg).in particular insisﬁed that the good works
performed by the ju;tif;ed are the works of God, and only so constituted meritum
de condigno. Such_wgrks only merit because they are done in Christ, for He

is made our wisdom, our justicp, our sanctificat;on apﬁ épr redemption. In

(30)

the same sense thg Bishop of Calaborra can say "Our works are wholly ours
and wholly God's?. Works performed in a state of grace are not to be dif-
ferentiated or'pﬁt'inQppmﬁiion to the supreme work of Christ, because our
works derive from tbat greater work. The claim that these good works merit
de condigno increase of grace and finally life eternal has to be understood °
. against the whole redemptive activity of God in Christ? and the work of the
Holy Spirit in the soul of the believer. Some of the fathers in the nominal-
ist tradition, wanted to lay more stress on the divine acceptance rather than
the human work. The General of the Servites(31) suggested the nominalist
formula "Good works are meritorious of dernal life in as much as God accepts

(32)

theﬁ; and the Bishop of the Canaries emphasized that our merits rest on
the divine mercy.

The July draft(33) was rather cautious on the subject of merit. Although
stating thét good works increase our Jjustification and merit life eternai,
the emphasis is on the role of grace in doing good works and thus safeguardiné
the idea that God is the origin of merit. The second draft is even more
reticent. It simply states that the justice of God is the efficient cause .

of merit; +this could be easily interpreted and accepted by those who upheld
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the theory of double justice.

This draft led to a full discussion of the theory of double justice.(34)
The théory had originally been put forward by the Cologne school of theology.
Albert Pighi and Gropper were its most able supporters. It had even been
accepted by the liberal papal legate at Ratisbon, Contaﬁé&i. The theory
advocates two distinct phases in the acquisition of merit and its acceptance.
At the first stage, man being Jjustified and having received justice by in-
fusion into Christ, is said to be capable of meritorious works, meriting
increase of grace. However, by reason of the frailty of man, this can never
be in this life a coﬁplete process and life eternal cannof be wholly merited.
At the second stage, that is at the last judgement, over and against man's
own and inadequate justice, is imputed in Christ the justice of God. Thié
view is in effect a middle course between the Lutheran assertion that the
righteousness of God is wholly imputed to us, and the final solution of Trent
whereby the righteousness of God is wholly inherent in the sﬁul in a state of
grace.

The difficulty with this via-media view is obvious. If merit cannét'of
itself.win life etermal, in what sense can it still be called merit? If it is
not sufficient for a man to be in a state of grace for the last judgement, in
what sense is it truly a state of grace? Laynez was the ablest critic of
Seripando, the chief advocate of this theofy at Trent. Laynez pointed out
that good works and merit are not directly related. Good works are only
meritorious because they are done in a state of grace, and works not performed

with the help of habitual grace did not constitute a condigno claim on
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eternal life. Only when man is infused with grace of Christ are his good
works truly meritorious. Once again the point is made that works performed
in a state of grace, while truly ours, are also the work of Christ. Only
because of this do they require augmentation at the Last Judgement. Laynez's
next point is that the judgement seat is truly a seat of judgement, not a
seat of mercy.

Laynez illustrates well the importance of the two-fold nature of just-
ification on the doctrine of merit. Only because man is actually made just
and is in a state of grace, can he earn merit. Only in a state of grace can
man claim anything for his good works de condigno; mercy is the only hope
for the unjustified man but,the justified man has been given a status from
which he can receive a reward from the God,who rewards every man according to
his works.

Although Seripando only found three supporters for his theory at Trent,
the discussions it aroused affected the final text of the decree. Seripando's
opponents were forced to emphasize the Christocentric basis of merit.

In the final text of the decree, the role of merit after justification
is discussed in chapters 10, 11 and 14. The groundwork for a doctrine of
merit is however to be found in chapter 7. Justification is here described,
not only as the forgiveness of sins, but also the infusion of grace. The
latter is closely associated with Christ. In justification, man is ingrafted
into Christ and receives, through the Holy Spirit, the gifts of faith, hope
and charity. The same chapter,signifiéantly states that there is a quanf}zive

differentiation of justice "according to each man's proper disposition and
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co—operation". This clearly allows room for the possibility of augmentation
of this justice through further co-operation. Indeed, the same chapter goes
on to insist that the justified are bidden to preserve that jﬁstice and speaks
of a necessity of a iiVely faith, a faith infused with faith, hope and charity,
and urges adherence to the commandments. Three points here which help us to
understand Tridentine teaching on merit are firstly, that a close connection
is inferred between the justice of Christ and the justice of the man who is
justified, secondly the chapter opens up the possibility of the augmentation
of grace, and thirdly the keeping of the commandments and life eternal are
closely connected.

Chapters 10 and 11 deal with the first and third of these points,
chapter 10 underlining the need for an increase of virtue and justice through
obedience to the commandments. Under the influence of grace, the good works
of the justified augment the justice already given. .Chapter 1l is really
apologetic, affirming both the possibility and the necessity of keeping the
commandments.

Chapter 16 makes explicit what had been implicit in chapters 7, 10 and
11, opening with a reminder of the biﬁlical demand that those in Christ must
strive to the end. On this basis it proceeds to establish the meritorious
character of good works. Although good works require human co—opefation, they
proceed from Christ Himse;f. The'justified are ingrafted into the person of
Christ, as a branchinto a vine; the justified become members of the bod& of
Christ and the virtue of Christ is infused into the soul. This virtue pro-

ceeds and accompanies every good work of the justified; only so are these
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works meritorious. Good works are pleasing to God because they.proceed from
Christ. Thus they satisfy the divine law and earn life eternal. The decree
stresses very clearly the Christocentric character of meritorious works. Our
justice is not to be set in opposition to the justice of God, for our justice
is in essence none other than the justice of God enfused into the soul through
the merit of Christ.

The Tridentine understanding of merit is far from simple. It does not
simply say'that works done after justification merit increase of grace and
life eternal. For the flathers merit can only be understood in the context
of the redeeming work of Christ, and the appropriation of the'benefits of the
passion through the infusion of grace into the soul. The fathers were con-
cerned to argue that in justification, man really is made just and justifi-
cation is no legal fiction. From this they drew the corrollary that justifi-
cation introduces the possibility of obedience to the commandments and there-—
fore of earning eternal life.

The f'athers clearly recognised that it was on the subject of merit that
they differed most widely from the Lutherans. The Tridentine teachipg on
merit is hedged round by a series of canons, anéthametizing Lutheran opinions
(Canons 18, 19, 20, 21, 24, 25, 26, 31 and 32). They sdd little to. the con-
tent of tpe_chapﬁgys ve pave_disggssed apove. Cangn 32 represents the con- |
clusion of the arguement. Ve guote "If_apy&ne says that the goqd works of
one that is justified are in sugh maﬁﬁer the gift of God, as they are not also
the good merits of him that is justified, or that the said justified, by the

good works he performs, through the grace of God and the merit of Jesus Christ,
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whose living member he is, does not truly merit increase of grace, eternal
life and the attainment of that etermal life ... and also increase in glory,
let him be anathema".

And what share have the sacraments therein?

This question (second part of question 4) was no mere after-thought.
Lutha; had_attacked any view'of the sacrament which made it an opus operatum.
The validity of thg_sacramept depended upon whether the recipient had fiducia
or not.- This was to challenge traditional interpretations of the scholastic
period and it was thgrefp;a inevitable that the Fathers should rally to their
defence. The sacrament_wa§ the efficacigus sign which brought about the
event s;gnified. The.two sacramen%g which were traditionally associated with
Justification are baptisg and penance. Within the final text of the decree
on justification, the sacraments are mentioned in chapters IV, V1, V1l and
XIV. Our exposition of the view of the Council on the sacraments and their
rélationsip with justification will be on the basis of these; some of these
chapters are, however, rather sketchy and will need to be supplemented by
material from the segarate decrees on the sacraments passed by Trent.

Chapter 6 tel}s us that baptism is the instrumental cause of justifi-
‘ecation. It is a sacrament of faith without which nobody can be justified.
Very little argivment for this point éf view is provided in this chapfer.

The clue to the mind of the Council is, however, to be found in canon 6 on
the sacraments in general and canon 4 on the sacrament of baptism. The former
reads "If anybody‘says that the sacraments of the New Law do not obtain the

grace they signify ... let him be anathema". The latter canon refers to
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John 3:5 as the dominical declaration on baptism; +the conclusion is that
Baptisﬁ signifies rebirth. As the sacrament contains the grace it signifies,
it follows that baptism contains the grace of new birth, the grace of just-
ification. The fathers here underline that justification does not only con-
sist of the forgiveness of sins, but also of the renewal of the inner man.

Therefore the relationship between the sacrament of faith and baptism
is as it must be, the same as the relationship bétween faith and Justification.
Faith is not here fiducia; it is the acknowledgement of the truth of divine
ievelation. In the case of baptism, the faith of the Church alone is suf-
ficient. Here Luther would have parted compan& with the Fathers. As baptism
impliés,justification,the preparation for both,is the same. Again, faith by
itself is not an adequate preparation for justification.

The whole teaching of Trent on justification is presented in miniature
in the teaching on the sacraments. Baptism is something given by God, a
sacrament of the new law instituted by Christ. Thus the objectivity of the
sacrament is here maintained. Baptism is something that is given to men by
God. In baptism is symbolised the two aspects of justificstion, thg forgive—
hess of sin and the renewal of the inner man. The preparation for justification
anq baptism is again the detestation of sin, faith and the intention of re-
ceiving the sacrament. This is not a denial of prevenient grace; it is
indeed a result of it. The sacrament of penance is the subject of Chapter'l4
of the decree on justification. The chapter contends that for those who fall
from a state of grace-by mortal.sin, there is another sacrament to enable

restoration. The merits of Christ being applied afresh through the sacrament
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of penance, the sinner can again receive the grace of justification. The
fruit of this sacrament is therefore justification and its benefits. There

is therefore an equation between baptism and penance. However, the disposi-
tion differs. In addition to the cessation and detestation of sin, the sinner
is also required to confess his sins, receive absolution (in the sacrament)
and make satisfaction by temporal punishment.

This chapter is supplemented by the decree on the sacrament of penance.
Chapter 1 gives the reason for the sacrament as the frailty of man and the
mercy of God, and the sacrament therefore differs from baptism in its Jjudicial
nature. The words of absolution are the form of the sacrament. = The twofold
structure.of justification is retained through the declaration of forgivéness
and the gift of new life. The matter of the sacrament is threefold, con=
tfition, confession and satisfaction. The definition of contrition is an
extended form of what has already been éaid in chapter 14 of the decree on
justification. In spite of Thomist opposition, it accepts the efficacy of a
rigorous attitioﬁ and even describes this attrition as the gift of God.
Chapter 8 of the decree is devoted to the subject of satisfaction. Works of
satisfaction have a similar context to that of good works performed after
justification, and like meritorious works is closely related to Christology.
The decree declares that "neither in this satisfaction that we discharge for
our sins, are so our own és not to be discharged through Christ. For we who
can do nothing of ourselves, as ourselves cah do all tﬁings he cocoperating

who strengthens have not wherein to glory, but all our glorying is in Christ;

in whom we live, in whom we merit; in whom we satisfy,. bringing forth fruit
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worthy of repentance which for this have their efficacy; by Him are they
offered to the Father and through Him accepted by the Father'". ©Satisfaction
is not therefore a work of reparation that we make for ourselves, but an
offering of repentanée that we render through Christ.

Penance and justification stand side by side. Because the sacrament
is declare& to be a judicial act, it tends to strengthen the imputative
nature of justification without going back on anything that has been said
about justification as the act of the renewal of the inner man. The victory
of the attritionists over the coniritionalists presumably holds good for
Justification as for penance. Most important of éll, chapter 8 of the decree
on penance provides conclusive evidence that the Council saw the doctrine of
merit; only in relation to the work of Christ in the soul of the believer.
On the other hand, all that has been said concerning Justification holds good
also for penance, for penance is a sacrament of justification without which
there can be no second justification.

While the sacrament of the eucharist receives no mention in the edict
on justification, this too is important. It is a vehicle of the grace of
God in Christ Jesus. In tﬁe sacrament the recipient receives spiritual food,
is freed from venial sins and strengthened to avoid mortal sin. It is a
means of the augmentation of grace after justification in the soul of the
believer.

The Tridentine teaching on Jjustification bears all the marks of a

committee construction. This is not surprising. It was not written by one

many it had to embrace as well as possible the feelings of the Council as
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a whole. On the one hand there were fathers who were concerned to show the
gratuitousness of salvation but who ;t the same time were concerned to in-
dicate how man could co-operate with the redemptive work of Christ. On the
other hand there were also those who for pastoral reasons in the noainalist
tradition vwere anxious to stress the responsibility of man rather than the
activity of God. The final text reflects the tension between these two
groups. On the one hand the gratuitousness of Jjustification is emphasised
in the chapters on the Fall, the list of the causes of justification, the
stress on the importance of faith and perhaps most important in the Christ-
ological framework the fathers gave to the doctrine of merit. On the other
hand, none of these things are pressed so far as 1o make man devoid of res-
ponsibility for his own destiny.

The Christian life is still seen as a pilgrimage, as a Jjourney, as a
course, at each stage of which man must make a fitting response if he is to
win salvation. The zugustinian framework is retained and it allows for man's
contribution, while at the same time insisting on the preveniency of grace.
But it was precisely against this kind of framework which Luther rebelled
when he attacked, not only the nominalists, but also the scholastic tradition
as a whole. Within this fremework notions of merit both before and after
Justification were either affirmed at Trent or else still permitted. The
notion of enfused grace, as the possession through Christ of the sinner, is
also retaihed. Trent was not a compromise between Luther and High Schol-
asticism.

For what it set out to do, the Council had indeed done a good -job of
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work. It had produced a statement on the doctirine of justification, which
was clear and intelligible, broad enough to embrace most of the supporters
of Rome and yet narrow enough to exclude what it regarded as heresy. In so
doing, it had Often.EEEi its own contribution to doctrinal thought, part-
icularly as we have'already indicated concerning the doctrine of merit. It
had defended, we believe successfully, the traditional viewpoint on just-
ifiéation from charges of pelagianism. Far more would have been needed to
close the gap with Luther than an able tidying up operation. Trent and

Luther were far apart, but thaet is for our next chapter when we compare and

assess their two points of view.



CHAPTER 4

LUTHER AND THE COUNCIL OF TRENT
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So far we have expounded the views of Luther and the Council of Trent
on Justification as far as possible inisolation; +this has been in the
interests of clarity and impartiality. Our aim in this chapter is to compare
and contrast their positions and to provide a critique of their contribution
towards the development of the doctrins.

Both Luther and Trent arose out of the confusions in Church and
Doctrine that had arisen during the latter part of the Middle Ages. Luther
and Trent were bqﬁh influenced positively and negatively by nominalism and
although the roots of their disagreement affect their interpretation of the
Scholastic explication of the doctrine, neither can be understood without
some knowledge of the nominalist ent?%prise.

Luther reacted against the nominalist evaluation of the powers of
natural man, that is man without the aid of grace. For him the onus for
Justification is to be put wholly on God to the exclusion of any effort on
the part of man. At no stage of the Christian life can man even contribute
to his justification,_which is wholly gratuitous, consisting of the imputa-
tion of the righteousness of Christ to the sinner who has been given fajith.
The doctrine has several inter-related elements within it.

Firstly, the work of Christ is central to the Luther's teaching on
Justification. Indeed, the righteousness of Christ revealed on the cross,
is the enly righteousness of the Christian, who has no righteousness he can
call his own. By faith, the Chriétian is bound to the events of Balvary;
there tooe "in Christ" he was crucified ana died and his sins wiped away.

Through the cross there was a viectory over all the forces that bound man to
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the forces of sin and death. This does not mean that the Justified no
longer sins (indee@ hg is still a sinner, but that ®ins. are of no account
for his salvatiop,'and Fhat ingtead the rightgousness of Christ is attrib-
uted to him, by the mercy of God.) While he is in Christ, he is totally
righteous.

Secondly,.the fruit of the redemption wrought by Christ is communicated
to the Christian man through faith given to him through the Holy Spirit.
Again, faith is the g;ft of God through the BHoly Spirit and it is not man's
achievement. Faith cannot be attained through any effort on the part of
the will, por.is it a.matter of feeling. It is entirely God-given. Luther
understands faifh to be a real trust and confidence in God and Christ and
theirvreéemptive work? and not merely an adherence to certain dogmatic
articles. Faith links the sinner to the righteousness of Christ which is
imputed to him. This is no fictional righteousness; faith is the only true
righteousness available to man, for it alone gives God His due.

Thirdly, Luther does not only claim that justification is accomplished
at a particular_poipt in time. Justification is a life-long event; +the
chrigtian.man is glways enﬁirely dependant on God for His righteousness. At
every stage qf the'Christian life, he is totally a sinnér without Christ and
totally righteous with Him. Inevitably therefore this life is something of
a struggle in which God teaches him to put all his trust in Christ and none
in his own ability to win salvation. Through the Law, man is shown that he
is a sinner under the condemnation of God. Man struggles against this verdict

seeking a righteousness of his own, only to feel even greater condemnation.
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Thus God, through the Law, crushes every attempt at sglf-justification and
leads man to put all his trust in Christ and His Gospel. This trust gives
man what he had never been able to achieve through-hig own efforts, a true
righteousness. nThis_is-no righteousness of his own, or something that he
possesses outside Christ. This dialectic covers the whole of man's life.
He is always bqing lgd from his own righteousness to the righteousness of
Christ; thus the Qh:istian life is always the way of the cross, where all
attempts at gelf Justifieation are crushed so that the sinner can receive
the rigﬁteogsness.ofmChrist. _Justification is a life—;ong event and there
is never a_stage when the sinner is not wholly depen%ﬁ&t upon God. There
could scarcely be a more severe rebuttal to nominalist ideas on the powers
of natural man. Indeed, it goes much further than even St. Augustine in its
subordination of the efforts of man to the victory of God wrought upon the
cross.,

The Council of Trent presents a very different picture of justification
from that of Luther. In outline the Council retained the o0ld augustinian
framework to the doctrine, but added the results of the more conservative
nominalist schools. Justif;cation is the wo;k of God and man. By baptism,
man indeed is made righteous and indeed given a ;ighteousness of his own,
but it is for him to keep it with the aid of grace; by mortal sin he forfeits
that righteouspes; and any claim to life eternal. At every stage of the
process, the action of God is matched by the requirement that man should

make his contribution. Through the prevenient grace of God, man is led to

make some preparation for his justification. As we have argue& above, the
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majority of the councii influenced through nominalist sources, believed that
man could incline‘Go@.to_give hip #he grape_of justification through meritum
de congruo. Afte; justification, with the aid of habijgai grace, man must,
through his own efforts, retain that gift of righteousness and work for the
increase of grace gn@_fo; life eternal. The only remedy for mortal sin is
the sacrament of penance,_but once again, man must make some preparation for
it. The Christian life is thus seen as a journey through baptism and penance
in which by the operations of both man and God, the sinner is led first to
righteousness an@ thep tp salvation; +thus natural man is led towards hié
summem bonum,‘God Himself.

Some eiements of the sghema need pinpointing. The Tridentine Fathers
certainly claimed that they were against pelagianism. Salvation could only
be won by_the grace of God, and only through him could the necessary graces
(prevenient, habitual and persevering graces) be obtained; in this they
rejected the extremes of left-wing nominalism who cast doubts on the efficacy
of the supernatural graces. Nor is the place of Christ, lightly passed over.
Only through the merits of Christ can man be made righteous, only through
incorporation into Him, can he ever hope to reach the heavenly Jerusalem,
and only through Him are the deeds of the Justified accomplished. Yet at
the same time, man is given considerable scope. By good works before just-
ification, he can win meritum de congruo and must make adequate preparation
for it. After justification, he must retain this gift of righteousness, and
earn increase of grace and eternal life through meritum de condigno. The

Tridentine teaching on justification, insists that justification is both
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won and given through fgith and works by God and man. In the schema there
is always a balance between the work of man and the graces of God, reminis-—
cent of the more restrained nominalist schools.

The debate still goes on. In spite of the e&éumenical movement and
in spite of notabie attempts(l) to reconcile the two positions, the doctrine
of justification is s+ill a much disputed issue. Roman Catholic critics
of Luther are more generous than they used to be and Denifle's position has
been discredited as a result of modern critical study. Most Roman Catholic
scholars(2) of today Would.agree that Luther was right to protest against
the pelagian extravagances of nominalism and applaud his defence of just-
ification "sola gratia”. They still, however, make two important criticisms
of Luther's sitand. Firstly, they claim that Luther was led by his reaction
to nominalism to teach a distorted anthropology, and that secondly, and as
a result of the first, he taught a wholly imputative view of justification
and thus made the work of God little more than a legal fiction.

The first of these two criticisms is well put by McDonough. He asks
"Is not Luther's experience of sinfulness influenced and intensified, even
distorted, by what Biel claims to be the ideal of perfection of human nature,
the love of God super omnia? Does he not continue to ruminate, perhaps at
times subconsciously on what he considers to be the exigences of the nominal-
ist ideal and the distributive justice that it implies? Though he rejects
the moral optimism of Biel, does he not judge the corruptions of his own
nature by its failure to reach Pelagian standards - what man can and should

do "ex puris naturalibus"(3)".
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There is some truth in McDonougHs observation.v As we have stated
above, it was partly as a reaction to nominalism that Luther puts the onus
for justification entirely on God. No doubt too the nominalist school of
thought presented to Luther én ideal of the perfection of human nature,
which man could not possibly reach except by the grace of God alone. Yet
whatever the origins of his theological development and the influences
placed upon him, Luther still deserves to be assessed in his own right and
not on the ground of the influence of nominalism.

The sgcond_critici;m of Luther is that he taught a purely imputative
view of justifigdt?on makipg it little more than a legal fiction. The claim
here too is that“Luthgr was led into this error by his reaction to nominal-
ist extravagances, apd yet here it tekes the form of a specifiec charge upon
which he can be fairly judged. This is one of the criticisms that Bouyer
makes of Luther. He says "We see him (Luther) idéntifying his affirmation
about solé gratia'ﬁith a p;rticular thébry, kﬁown as extrinsic justification.
That is that he unites two statements so closely that they become inseparable;
one an affirmation "grace alone" saves us; the other a negation "it changes
nothing in us by sofdoing".(4) -

It is, however, far.from true that Luther made justification into a
legal fiction, and some scholars have goné so far as to claim that he taught
that justification actually makes man righteous. While Luther's view of
sanctification and its relationship with justification is far from simple,
our own view is that Luther speaks of growth and sanctification in the

context of the formula "“semper peccator, semper penitens, semper iustus'.
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Man on his own without Christ is totally a sinner and as such any attempt
at righteousness on his own part, without the power of God, is condemned.
However, the man in Christ, the justified man,is in an entirely different
position, for the justified man is growing in faith, hope and charity,
because he dwells in the righteousness of Christ. There is indeed growth,
but the growth is not in his own righteousness, but through faith in his
increased participation in the righteousness of Christ. Furthermore, faith
in itself is a good work, although a gift of God, for it alone gives God
His due. It is /this context that Luther can stress the importance of the
good works that proceeded from man's justification. It can hardly therefore
be claimed that Luther's view of jﬁstification includes the negation that
it changes‘nothiﬁg in ﬁs. The point that Luther makes is that salvation
does not depend on good works or any effort on the part of man, but this is
very different from a simple denial of any change wrought through justifi-
cation.

What is really at issue here is not whether justification works a
change in man, but what that change is, and how it comes about. From
Luther's point of view, the change is a rejection of all attempts at self
5ustification and a total depen%#nce for one's righteocusness on the right-
eousness of Christ. This destroys the traditional notion of justification
as a completed act or event accomplished through the sacraments of baptism
and penance. Instead, we are to look on justification as a life-long hap-
pening depending on the faith of the Christian man and on his relationship

with Christ. The old augustinian framework provided a view of justification
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in which the justified were made righteous and thus had some status from
which to earn increase of grace and finally a place in heaven. The right-
eous man is rewarded according to his works. While Luther indeed taught
that justification really changes much about man, the character of the
change differs from any that had been pictured in the more traditional
theories on justification. An éssessment of these two different ways of
describing and defining the change wrought by Jjustification will be con-
sidered later in this chapter. |

Protestant criticism of the Tridentine definition of Jjustification
has been centred on‘three related issues. The first of these concerns the
relationship hetween grace and free will, the second on the definition of
sanctification and justification, and the third on the respective roles of
faith and works.

Karl ﬁarth is one who maintains that '"the central issue is the proc-
lamation of the triumph and the omnipotence'of grace in contrast to the
Roman Catholic emphasis on grace and freedom".(S) The question for Barth
is whether "the Tridentine emphasis on freewill vitiate(s) all that is
said in the decrees on the gratuitousness of grace".

In contrast to Luther, the Tridentine Fathers ascribed to man an
important role in his own justification and by so doing they implicitly
affirmed the reality and effectiveness of freewill. The ground had already
been prepared in the decree on original sin, where no mention is made of
the impairment of the will, even though a list is given of the disabilities

suffered by Adam and his posterity because of the Fall. The silence is
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eloqueht. In the decree on justification itself, it is stated that preven-
ient grace."aids and quickens men to convert themselves to justification"
and that man can resist the vocatio of God through the use: of freewill.

The final draft of the decree also allows for a meritum de congruo claim

6n the grace of justification. Clearly the freewill is able to do much to
hinder or co-operate with prevenient grace and could well be the decisive
factor leading to man's Jjustification! Even after justification, deeds can
lose for man the grace of justification,or with the aid of grace, earn in-
crease of grace and even a place in heaven. ©Should the Justified commit a
mortal sin, the will plays an important part in the path to restoration.

At the same time, however, the fathers stressed the gratuitousness of
justification. Not only is this bluntly stgted in chapter 8 of the decree,
but also the causes of justification listed in chapter 7, all originate in
God. Although the justified man can earn merit according to his "disposi-
tion and co—operation" he can only do so because he has been incorporated
into Christ; din the éridentine view, merit and christology cannot be sep-
arated.

The council therefore refused to make a radical antithesis between
grace énd freewill and at every stage of the process both freewill and grace
are required. Freewill bhas the power ©f making grace ineffacious but with-
out grace she can do nothing towards Jjustification. This is merely an
extension of the principle that grace does not destroy nature but perfects ‘
it. By contrast, Luther tended towards the view that grace 'is irresistable

to the detriment of freewill.
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The debate on the respective roles of grace and freewill is a dif-
ficult.one to solve. One the one hand the Tridentine Council could claim
considerable biblical support for their contention that freewill has a role
to play on tﬁe road té justification, and yet on the other hand the Lutheran
position receives support, not oply froQ a few passages of the Bible, but
also from the dogmatic necessity of ensuring the gratuitousness of just-
ification.

On the second question at issue, Luther had carefully distinguished
between justification and sanctification. Without such a distinction, Law
and Gospel were confused and the latter rendered ineffective,for no longer
could it be claimed that Justification anticipated the final verdict of God,
if that verdict depended on the progress of man towards his sanctificatioﬁ.
The Tridentine fathers took a differemnt line; justification went hand in
band with sanctification. Not only did justification include the renewal
of the inner man, but also man's response to this grace through sanctifi-
cation determined the final veédict of the Last Judgement. In the council's
view, justification does not necessarily deéide man's final destiny;
election to grace is not the same as election to gléry. From that point of
view, the Lutheran doctrine of assurance is a presumptious blasphemy, for
it amounts‘to the claim that the justified will in fact merit eternal life.

The difference we have noted in Lutheran and Tridentine interpretations
of the relationship between justification and sanctification is extended
into the controversy over faith and works. Luther's distin;ction between.

justification and sanctification allowed him to preach a doctrine of
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justification by faith alone, exclusive of anything that man might do to~-
wards his spiritual growth. Although sanctification includes good works,
they are of no significance for justification. The Tridentine union of
sanctification and justification entailed also the belief that faith and
works together led man to his final goal. The role of faith is clearly import-—
ant to the council, but it is so with other things. PFaith indeed is the
beginning of justification, but this does not mean that justification is by
faith alone. Faith is only part, even if the most important part, of man's
response to the prevenient grace of God. TFaith too is a gift included with-
in habitual grace, but hope and charity also make up the gift. Even if it
is.the root and foundation of thg others, faith does not stand alone. Not
only is faith important, but works also have a role to play in justification,
even though that role is not an exclusive one. The Council allowed the.
possibility of a de congruo claim on justification even though prevenient
grace is required for it, and faith takes a prior place. After justification,
the possibility and even the necessity of meritum de condigno is affirmed,
though it is depen%ént on habitual grace.

For the fathers, justification is firstly by faith and secondly by
works and without either of them there can be no justification. Faith and
works are required. There is indeed truth in Barih's famous dictum "Trent
robs faith of its central place and gives it the function of initiating
justification, while justification is seen analytically in conmnection with

and on the ground of the enfused grace of sanétification".(6)

This discussion of the controversy as it has seemed to the theologians
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of the bpesent day has been useful in clarifying some of the issues involved.
We must, however, cast our net wider in order to suggest other ways in which
an assessment can be made. There seem to us to be three standpoints from
which.this can be done. While all have their drawbacks, it is possible

fhat by use of all three some headway can be made.

The three standpoints we have in mind are as follows. The first is
the modern exegesis of the Bible. It should be possible to suggest certain
ways in which Treﬁtland Luther anticipated the results of more recent
Pauline interpretation and how far the results of their exegesis have with-
stood the march of time. Recourse to biblical criticism.is obviously
fraught with difficulties for the Bible is capable of more than one inter-
pretation; Luther, Trent and their disciples all beliefed that they were
faithfully interpreting scripture and a different set of exegetical prin-
ciples produces different results. Nevertheless, ﬁe deem this part of our
inquiry both necessary and worthwhile. The renaissance of biblical studies
has affected both protestant and catholic scholars and brought them much
closer together, particularly on the Pauline doctrine of justification.

Our second standpoint presents even éreater difficulties. We intend
to compare the psychology of Trent and Luther with Whgt is known as a
result of modern psychologicai inquiry. The difficulties we admit are
immense. There is little uniformity or agreement among psychologists con-
cerning the development of the human psyche. Psychology as a discipline
is still in its infancy and has not reached the accuracy or the impartial-

ity of an exact science. Such an approach also presupposes that the
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spiritual life of man follows the same or similar rules to those goverhing
his psychological development and that some kind of parallel can be made
between them. Yet in spite of these difficulties, it seems right to put
some questions before the psychologist. For example it seems right to ask
what sort of factors, if any, can lead to a change in the personality.
This kind of approach should help us to assess the plausibility of either
of these two approaches to justification in an age which has seen so much
interest and progress in our understanding of the psyche.

Our third standpoint is that of modern theology. Again there are
difficulties. Modern theological thinking is very diverse and there is no
modern theology in the sense of a single system accepted by even a majority
of thinkers. It would also be presumpfuous to claim that the moderns are
always right and the ancients wrong. Nonetheless, it seems proper to ask
how far Lutheran and Tridentine views on justification have stood the test
of time.

-Bach one of these approaches is of course in itself inadequate, yet
there is something more compelling about & united witness. Our conclusions
will be based on the results of all three enquiries in order to give them
as wide g base as is possible.

We begin first with the biblical standpoint.

Most scholars(7), whatever their tradition, agree that the primary
meaning of the word "dikaiosis" and its cognates "dikaioun" and dikaiosune"

is to account righteous, to acquit, to declare not guilty as in a law court.

Paul, however, often gives the word a much wider meaning. Sometimes it is
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even equivalent to the English word "to save'. Jeremias(s? calls this
wider usage of the word the soteriol;gical uéage;, The problem is not,
however, chiefly lexical, but exegetical.

"Justification® is only one of a number of images Paul uses to ex—~
press his experience-and belief in forgiveness through the work of Christ.
Justification itself is closely associated with baptism. Baptiém is the
fite of the forgiveness of sins, It is, however, much more than this;
baptism in Paul's eyes is also a sign of new birth, of dying and rising with
Christ, and of initiation into the Body of Christ, the Church. If just~
ification and baptism are taken together, a pure doctrine of imputation
becomes quite untenable, though we have argued above that this is a false
presentation of Luther's views. Justification introduces man into a new
relationship in which ﬁe is not oﬁly accounted righteous, but actualiy
becomes righteous. An important proof-text for the doctrine of imputation
is to be found in Romans 43 22-25. "Logzesthai" here means "to be accounted
as having a certain value'; +the bacﬁground to the word is commercial.

(9)

Vincent Taylor ' argues fhat in its total context,.the text does not sup-
vort a doctrine of imputation; Paul means that Abraham's faith revealed
the sort of man that he was. It does not imply that the righteousness
reckoned to Abraham was a fiction{ Justification bhas to be understood with
the Pauline teaching on baptism, the sign of new birth. When these two are
considered together, they bar any interpretation which would suggest that

imputation is only imputation, and that it does not affect the life of the

believer any more deeply than that.
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The legal background(lo) to the metaphor “dikaiouf" is important.
The metaphor is used to express the conviction that man is justified with
faith without the works of the Law. If the works of the Law, which is God's
gift to Israel, are insufficient to wiﬁ man's salvation becauge of man's |
sin, this automatically excludes other laws of a lesser origin. All attempts
at selijﬁstification are ruled out. The metaphor to some-extent demands
this interpretation. The accused does.not stand before the judge to re-
count his noble deeds. Nor are his feelings likely to'be those of loye.
The attitude of the suppliant, who knows that he is guilty, is at best,
faith in the mercy of the judge. Yet even this faith cannot win acquittals
the decision to acquit or condemn is the judge's alone.

Justification in -the thought of St. Paul is the gracious activity of
God, by which he accepts mén who are guilty as righteous through the re-
demptive work of Christ. Nothing that man can do wins or éontributes, in
Paul's view, to his justification. Only God and the cross can win just-
ificétion for man. It seems that Paul, at least in this respect, was as
pessimistic as Luther on the extent of human powers to win justification.
To what extent does Paul regard man as responsible for remaining justified?

The roots of the Pauline doctrine of justification are eschatologicalj
the originality of St. Paulgll? lies in the fact that he transmitted the
ideg of justification into the present. In Jesus Christ, men are presented
here and now with the mercy of God. As.Quell and Shrink(lz) state "the
divine absolution of sins, made effectual in the cross, and accepted by

faith here and now, is expected to reachits final consummation in acquittal
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at the Last Judgement'.

~However, on the basis of 1 Corinthians 4:4 and 2 Corinthians 5:10,
many scholars‘l3) both protestant and catholic, are prepared to claim that
the final verdict also rests on the quality of a man's life and deeds.
There need be no absolute contradiction here. The man who is justified does
good deeds; good deeds and the quality of a man's life are a measure of his
justification.( %) This does not mean that man is justified through his
good workss Paul ex@licitly denies this possibility.

(15)

Baptism which,as we have seen,is to be closely connected with just-

_ification, signifies the entry of the justified man into new life, the life
"en Christo". It is in this'context that we are to understand sanctifica-
%ion. Sancfification has the priméry meaning of separation. A sanctified
man is "agios", that is separated to God. The term is usually used in the
context“of wofship, though Paul extends its use to cover the whole Christian
life. The New Testament saint has not reached perfecfion; nonetheless his
holinesé is anticipated in the church "en Christo".

The Pauline phrase “en Christo'" has received & great number of inter-
pretations.(ls) Deissman; who first-indicated the importance of the phregse,
thought it denoted "fellowship-mysticism''s Pratt took the same point of view.
Schweitzer and Gilpétrick have emphasizeé the ecclesiastical context of the
expression; 1o be in Christ is to be a member of the church. The comparat-
ively recent discovery of the eschatalogical dimension to the New Testament
has led to a new interpretation. C. K. Barrett and 0. Cullman think that to

be "in Christ" is to participate in the new age, the age of Christ, rather
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than the age of Adam. This participation is always an incomplete one. It
is a feature of the whoie church rather than of the individual in isolation.
All scholars are now agreed that the "en Christo!" is a paftial reality
in the believer's life. The old life, the iife of the old man, the life of
Adam still continues with and alongside the new man, to death itself., The
believer has to grow in the fulness of Christ; here the co—operation of
the Christian is essential and so the Christian is urged to strive for the
goal. Yet the new life is not merely a continuation of the old. The new
life opens up a new dimension of life, discontinuous with the old. The
work of sanctification is not that of the believer alone, the Hely Spirit

sanctifies the church and therefore the life of the believer.

(17)

Our analysis of Pauline theology brings us to certain conclusions
that may help towards an evaluation of Luther and Trent. Four points are
of particular importance for this assesément. Firstly, Paul was no advocate
of a merely imputative theology of justification; for him justification
includes a making righteous. Secondly, justification is by faith and not
works; Jjustification by faith anticipates the last judgement. Thirdly,

the New Testament places emphasis on the effort and activity of man in
sanctification and yet sees it as the work of the Holy Spirit in the Church.
Finally, and most important, the term "en Christo" is to be understood
eschatalogically, a view not open to the catholic and protestant writers

of the sixteenth century, because of the relatively undeveloped critical

apparatus. We believe that these factors give us some basis on which to

assess both Luther and Trent.
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Luther was clearly in agreement with St. Paul when he insisted that
faith is the only response necessary for justification; Justification can-
not be won by good works and the Law is an insirument of condemnation. If
we judge Luther by Paul, he was right to insist tpat Justification was a
lifelong process. We have been justified in the sense that Christ has died
for us and caused our justification, we are being justified in that here and
now we receive the declaration of the forgiveness of sins, and we shall be
Justified in the sense that we shall be acquitted at the Lasf Day. While
Luther goes further than the Apostle in his analysis of faith, Luther is
6n1y taking his argugﬁent to its logical conclusion.

However, Luther is much more inclusive than Paul in his use of the
word justification than St. Paul. Justification was only one of a series
of metaphors to express the idea of.forgiveness. Exclusive use of this
metaphor has the demerit of over~emphasising the imputative character of
soteriology. Luther does not indeed teach a pure doctrine of justification,
but insists that the declaration of forgiveness changes the position of the
sinner. Nonetheless, it seems that Luther does stress the imputative
character of the doctrine more than the Apostle, possibly because of the
influence of nominalism.

Luther also puts less stress on sanctification than St. Paul, and
again this can be accounted for by the negative influence of nominalism.
luther comes near to denying that the new man, the inner man, has an exist-

ence of his own. ZLuther's theology of sanctification would have been

strengthened by a éreatei appreciation of the eschatalogical and ecclesi~-
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ological context to Paul's understanding of the Christian life.
’ Comparison between‘Trent and . Paul: is more difficult because of

their different vocabularies. In séme respects she was closer to Paul than
was Luther. For example her analyéis of sanctification,correctly describes
the Christian as entering a new life Yen Christo" and recognised that this
new life was discontinuous with the oid. The role of the church within
which the Christian receives this new life is strongly emphasized, though
perhaps in ways with which Paul would not have been completely in agreement.

Where Trent departis from Paul is in her different understanding of
time. The fathers seemed totally unaware of the eschaﬁéiogical dimension
to Paul;s teaching on justification. They tended to think of justification
as an event completed in baptism. For'the same reason they tended to con-
fpse sanctification with justificafion and claim that once a man has been
justified he can be saved by works. Yet in Paul's view, justification can
never in this life be a completed process, althoﬁgh the end is anticipated
by faith.

Trent, as a result, goes much further than St. Paul in her emphasis
on merit. As we argued in our third chapter, this was because of associat-
ing justification with a sacramental gsgggi. Once baptised, the Christian
is given some status from which through good works he can earn his rights.
Paul, by contrast, sees Jjustification as founded and existing through faith
exclusive of works and the language of merit would have been foreign to him.

Theology does not end with St. Paul. It was right and proper that

his thoughts should be expanded and developea and indeed re-evaluated in
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accord with the culture of a particular time. Yet the value of this brief
and inadequate survey is that it shows where Luther and Trent went further
than St. Paul and thus it isolates where that development had been made.
Many of the important questions were not considered by St. Paul, because
they were not then matters of controversy. In particular we. are thinking
of the appropriate psychology in which to express the doctring 6f Just-
ification.

Our analysis of Luther and Trent reveals that they used a different
vocabulary, a different set of concepts and a different psychology through
"which to express the doctrine of justification. Vocabulary is not a neutral

factor in the controversy, it is at its very centre. A vocabulary has its
own history and its own presuppositions. What can be expressed through one
mode of thinking, becomes almost untranslatable into another. Words are
both a means of expression and yet paradoxically they also circumscribe
expression and to some extent are the masters of thought rather than the
servants. Perhaps Luther's greatest achievement was to provide, and a new
set of words and concepts.in which to.express the doctrine of Jjustification.

Scholastie theology(ls)luses words and concepits culled from Aristotel-
janism to construct a vocabulary for justification. Some words as "enfused
grace" "virtues" and "habitus'" belong to a system of thinking quite dif-
feren% from thaf of the New Téstament. Whether the ideas of the New Testa—
ment are CQEEEFicatab%i in tﬁis different vocabulary is our first consider—
ation in this section of the arguement.

One of the concepts borrowed from Aristotle to convey the doctirine
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of justification was that of the habitus. In Aristotle it is used to ex~
press the way in which habits are acquired.- One learns how to drive through
practice. The habit of driving, once achieved, is that which gives the
driver competence to drive. Howevér, when the category was taken over by
the scholastics and applied to the theology of justification certain mod-
ifications had to be made. The supernatural habits were no longer regarded
as acquired through habit, fér it was enfused and God-given in justification.
Nonetheless, the same function was given as before. It was to bring forth
the appropriate good works. The Jjustified man was given the habit from
which issued the deeds of faith, hope'and love. The difficulty with this

is that it turns the justified mén into a man of works whose function it is
to perform them and earn an eternal reward. As Aquinas says "man needs the
twofold help of God, first an habitual gift, whereby corrupted human nature

is healed and after being healed is lifted up so ‘as to work deeds meritorious

of eternal life which exceed the capacity of nature."(19) The vocabulary

leads to yet aﬂother consequence that these works are seen as the achieve-
ment of man.

By contrast to this vocabulary, Luthgr introduced a new conceptual
framework in which to show that the primary effect of justification was not
so much to alter tﬁe intrinsic nature of man and turn Bin into:a mdn. of works,
but rather to put him into a new relationship with God. Out of this new
relationship there arose good deeds, but they were no longer determinative
of the relationship. The central place is reserved entirely for the work

of Christ and the gift'of faith throﬁgh the Holy Spirit and on these two
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factors alone depended the fate of the simmer. Luther's use of the term
"totius homo" is an important example of the way in which Luther attempts
to express this. The whoie man with Christ is totally righteous, but with-
out Him, wholly a sinner. The determinative factor is here uncomppomisingly
declared to be the relationship which the sinner has with Christ. Thevéim,
the means and destiny of the Christian life is declared to be not a matter
of right conduct but of right relation.
The psychoanalytic school of psychology is much closer to Luther than
. to Trent, at least on this issue. It regards the ielationships which the
patient has established with his parents and friends,'particﬁlarly in early
life, rather than the habits he has acquired as the important factors which
govern the psyche. The habits derive from the relationships rather than
the other way round. It could, of course, be argued that thié is of no
" significance to the theology of justification and that it is one thing to
argue that good relationships lead to the health of the psyche and quite
another to apply this to the theology of justification. We cannot agree
with this point of view, for it seems better to use analogies from the nat—
ural order ‘tlen to develop a theology in a terminalogy of its own. Certainly
the doctrine of the incarnmation leads us towards the view that bhuman anal-
ogies are likely to be the most profitable.
Another facet of the controversy is of interest to the psychologist
as to the theologian. As we have stated zbove, many catholic theologians_
think that Luther was led astray by an excessive sensation of guilt. On

the other hand, protestant theologians accuse their catholic opponents. of
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a failure to take sin seriously. The dispute is best illustrated from the
different understandings of the relationship between the justified man and
Christ. Trent tended to think of the relationship of Christ to the justified
to be grounded in the infusion of grace. By contrast Luther maintains that
the relationshib.is established through faithy; without this faith man is
totally sinful and there is no justification. There is nothing intrinsic

to man which is righteous. Such righteousness as he has is.- the righteousness
of Christ, an alien righteousness. It is easy t§ see that this point of

view is liable to the criticism. that it undervalues the redemptive work of
Christ by stressing the sinfulness of man, even justified man.

We have, however, argﬁed above that the dynamics of justification can
best be understood in terms of human relationshipé. In the context of such
a relationship, people are éhanged and receive fresh strength from which to
meet the difficulties of their lives. Faith and the relationship that it
brings with Christ presumably does the same. Yet as Paul Tournier says
"However decisive the change that faith makes in our lives, each of us lives
ﬁis new life in his own ﬁatural style. Little by little, the dominant
features of our temperament reassert themselves once more in one form or
another".(zq) He édds elsewhere "Faith does not deliver us from all our
ills. it does not liberate us in.this world from our ﬁatural temperament.
It allows us temporarily to overcome it, which is quite another matter.
Those who turn to Christianity as a universal remedy for success are in-
evitably disappointed. I have seen many such. A man who had been liberated

from an inveterate vice after being converted came to see me in a state of
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déep despair, because after years of almost easy -victo.ry, he had slipped
back into it again. He had, so to speak, identified his experience of
Christ's power with this particular deliverance, which was only a relection
of it. I had to persuade him to accept the fact that, in spite of all the
grace he had received, he was still a weak mortal, always in danger of back-
sliding, just when he thought himself to be strong".(21) It would not be
difficult to parallel this experience with Luther's own insistence that the
Christian has no righteousness of his own. The insights of modern psychology
. seem to support the view that man is changed through his relationéhip with
God, rather than through the infusion of grace or graces into the soul, and,
that further, the change itself is dgpendant on the continuation of that
relationship or something akin to it. |

So far the insights of psychology'tend to support much that Luther
says. Yet we must add that many of the experiences that Luther regaraed as
normative for the Christian life, would be regarded now as abnormal, not
only by the layman, but also by the psychologist. What is one to make of
such concebts as the "resignatio ad infernam" and the "aécus}atio sui'.
Surely these point to very exaggerated experiences of sinfulness. Here
perhaps the catholic critic is on firmer ground, even if we take account of
the climate of the age iﬁ which Luther lived.

Psychology has shown that the rejection of self can lead to very
serious consequenceé. The self becomes divided as it seeks to come to
terms with itself. R. S. Lee comments "Repentance that concentrates on

contrition for sins and throws emphasis on the repudiation of them is in
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danger of dividing the total self instead of changing it. It seeks to dis-
own that part which produces the sins - that is those impulses from the Id
that have come into conflict with the Super—ego - because they are express- .
ion of the oedipus wishes or derivations of them. The Super-ego is rein-
forced to put a stronger ban on them and they are pﬁshed into the subcon-
scious. This is not a fundamental change of outlook. What is required ié
not the imprisonment of our natural forces, but release, not condemnation

)

but transformation".(22 How far does Lee's warning apply to Luther's
teaching on justification?

The position is rather complicated because there is no direct parallel
between what Luther says and the situation that Lee criticises. Luther
never regarded the lLaw as an instrument of salvation, only when it operates
with the Gospel can it bring man to repentance. Without the Gospel, Luther
would aéree that man is totally broken by the Law. Its purpose is to bring
man to the Gospel. Far more is included in Luther's definition of EEE re-
penfance than merely contrition and repudiation of.sin, and the threats of
the Law and the attitudes that man takes with regard to it have to be bal-
ancea with the promises of the Gospel and the gift of faith. Secondly, the
Law does not in Luther's view simply condemn man's individual sins. It
condemns the whole man and all human wisdom, all-human achievement and even
the conscience is called into question by it. This in some measure protects
Luther from the éharge that his psychology of Jjustificéation divides the
personality, particularly whemn we recall that for him the sinner is Jjustified

even though he remains a sinner; warts and all are accepted by God and to
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the man with faith is imputed the righteousness of Christ. It is not the
perfect man who is acceptable to God but the sinner who has faith in Christ.

Paradoxically, the Tridentine position is more open to Lee's criticism,
for the fathers paid much more attention to individual sins than Luther and
mortal sin led, in their view, to the forfeiture of the benefits of just-
ification. The contrition that they advocate is more likely to turn the
self against'itself and bring man to self-hatred.

Yet the charge against both Luther and Trent goes deeper than that.

As the Earl of Longford says "Most of us, I suppose, feel that our egos are
more in need ofnbolstering up_than slapping down. We are convinced that we
would be not only happier but better people if we could a better opinion of
ourselves. We would be kinder more unselfish and more public spirited".(23)
The counsel that both Luther and the Tridentine fathers would give us is
distrust of self but utter trust in God. The boost that most of us feel we
need to our own ego would be more than supﬁlied by total faith in God and His
redemptive work.e In addition, both would add the assurance that God's work
in the world now;ié forwarded by men and women in spite of their sins.

We turn to our third standpoint - that of modern theology. There is,
of coufse, no such thing as "modern theology'. Not only is there no single
theology accepted by all tod;y, but theology.also has an ambivalent attitude
to the culture of any age. She must indeed speak o the people of her time,
but what she says does not depend wholly upon contemporary culture but also
on the eternal truths and historical facts she regards as the normative

expression of faith in any age. This is true even in the case of the most
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radical theologian.(24) Yet it is still possible to speak of the way in
which contemporary culture has changed the perspective of the theologian.
This is not something merely negative, for it does not mean that theology
simply cow:.— tows to the thoughts of the age in which she is written, but
ra%her that there is always a dialogue between theology and culture, some-
times to the enrichment of both.

The culture of our age is indeed'ﬁery different from that of the six-
teenth century. Then the gquestions that man asked were religious questions
and the answers he posited were religious answers. This was so in fields
which today would hardly be considered religious at all. Thus the world was
the centre of the Universe because it seemed that the psalms inferred this.
God directly altered and corrected the positions of the stars. The power
struggles of the Day were carried forward with frequent recall to Holy Writ.
Primary causation-was to the forefront of man's mind. The issues with which
we.have been concerned could call nations to ;rms. The evolution of
science(zs) has changed this, for she has provided an explanation of the
world without recourse to God. Man does not look today for God to explain
the mysteries of the universe, but looks to science t0 provide the answers.

Many of the assumptions which could be taken for granted by Luther
and Trent in their thinking on justification are now matters of dispute, at
1easf in this Society if not in the Church Herself. Men find it difficult
to think in terms of God at all and to speak in terms of life everlasting

now begs a question. ZEven the Church has not been unaffected by the dis-

association between faith and knowledge and perhaps more important the
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severance of faith from Sénsibility?

One effect of this on theology is that there is much more emphasis on
the transcendance of God. Since it is no longer plausible to suggest that
God directly manipulates the course of this world, emphasis is now put on
secondary causation(26) and God is seen as workingf%ehind, within and beyond
the passing flux of things." This is not without its- effect on the doctrine
of justification, and the Tridentine schema of grace, which divides grace
into different graces allocating a separate task to each sounds strange to
twentieth century ears for this reason. It supposes that the action of God
in justification is achieved through divine interference in the natural
order. Luther's dooctrine of grace avoids what today can only be regarded
as serious pitfalls, precisely because his model is not that of substance
and being but of relationship. For similar reasons much that Luther says
regarding man's religious experience seems unreal to us today. Our concerns
are more secuiar and the intense preoccupation with religious doubte and
difficulties has few m&dern parallels; such parallels as there are are
secularised e.g. Sartre, Camus, Kafka and Golding.

Another important change in the foci of our thinking has been the
emancipation of ethics from theology. It is no longer acceptable to define
good and bad in terms of Cod; discussion of good and bad is now pursued
without reference to God. This has important ramifications for the doctrine
of justification. MNany of the ideas that the Reformers and fathers of the
Tridentine Council regarded as axiomatic, we must question from our dif-

ferent perspective, because they imply that God is sdmewhat lacking in
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charity and goodness.

The charge can be addressed at both sides of the controversy. Much
that Luther says would be unacceptable today, because the view of God he
presents to us is sometimes that of a cruel tyrant. Does not also the
notion of substitution which runs through his teaching on Jjustification
imply a. great deal of injustice? IMuch the same can be said of Trent. The
imﬁediate removal of grace following mortal sin seems a callous and uncon-
structive means of dealing with the sinner. The implication is that God
only loves man when he is virtuous. The charge still stands, although the
fathers insisted that the active of grace of God leads the sinner back
towards a state of grace. Indeed it is substantiated by reference to the
Tridentiﬁe system of merit. ’

The question remains "Are these stumbling—blocks to the modern con-
science central to the thouéht of either Luther or Trent?" The idea of
substitution is softened when we remember<that all fhree bersons of the
Trinity are involved in the act of the Atonement, the end of which is the
justification of the sinner. The Father does not angrily punish an ‘innocent
Son and the Son does not simply offer himself to appeaée an unjust Father.
Instead God, Father, Son and Holy Spirit operate together and through the
cross provide the means of man's juétification and redemption. Luther
always saw the.cross as a victéry won by God, Father, Son and Holy Spirit

against evil and sin, and no division in intention is implied of the Godhead.

Lutheran(27) descriptions of the wrath of God can siﬁilarly be defended.

In Luther the wrath of God has to be understood alongside other ideas,
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notably those cogcerning His love. The two descriptions of God are not to
be set in opposition, for seen correctly the wrath of God is an aspect of
His love. The wrath of God is part of His concern for righteousness and
fherefore for the mankind. Luther discriminates carefully concerning the
merciful wrath of God and thé wrath of his severity. The aim of the former
is not the condemnation of the sinner, but his redemption, and it is quest-
ionable how far the word "wrath", with all its connotations is really
appropriate. In the case of the wrath of God's severity, Luther himself
found difficulty with it and it was not centrél to his thoﬁght. For Luther
the doctrine of douﬁle predestination is subordinate to his doctrine bf
justification. He distinguishes between the deus revelatus, that is God

as he is revealed in Jesus Christ and deus absconditus, God to be revealed
at the end of fime. Only in the light of glory can it be seen that God in
fact acts with peffect Justice, in respect of this doctrine, and here on
earth we are not to concern or worry ourselves about it. Man cannot today
agree with his tea&hing on reprobation and yet clearly Luther himself regard-
ed it as incomplete.

It might seem that the Tridentine scheme of merit would be easy to
rehabilitate into a culture in which incentive has become something of a
watchword. JFurthermore a strong defence for the éoncept of a heavenly
reward can be made from the Sermon on the Mount. However, the impression
that Trent leaves in our minds is that of a somewhat calculating God who

rewards the good man and punishes evil on a profit and loss basis. God

seems depersonalised(zs) and the picture we have of a merciful and loving
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Father is vitiated. Trent indeed insisted on the prevenient grace of God,
but the objection doeé not lie here but in the conditional nature of the
state of grace. This defect in the Tridentine position is central to its
thinking and is therefore incapable of correction or much improvement within
its own framework.

'In one other important respect, contemporary culiture has affected our
view of juétification. We are today more aware of our depeni?nce on each
other; from the moment of our birth we need. the community for our develop-~
ment. Our home, our friends, our town or city, our church and our work all
help us to be the people we are. We are part of a huge community which in
the last resort is world wide. The discipline of sociology, in particular,
has made us aware of this truth.' For both Luther and Trent, justification
is very much individualistically orientated. The individual is given or
wins salvation. This seemé unreal today becauée of our sensitivity to our
depen%ance on othérs. Jﬁstification is not simply an individual concern
but embraces the whole community and finally the whole world. In this
respect the Tridentine fathers were closer to the truth than Luther, for
the sacramental basis of the Gouncil's position to some extent protects it
from excessive individualism; baptism was not only the occasion of just-
ification, but also the admission rite into the community of faith, the
Church. A modern presentation of the doctrine would, however, have to give
much more scope for the role of the community. |

A book on the doctrine of justification today would also have to be

{

far more 0pen<ifculér thought than this simple historical study. New tools
{
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have arisen with which to construct a theology of justification. The
range(29) of comparison would have to include the perspective of the non-
Christian religions also, together with an appreciation of the insights of
contemporary literature and philosophy if it was 1o convey the doctrine
with conviction to a twentieth century audience. Yet despite this, an im-
portant place would justly be found for the views of both Luther and Trent,
for both have been important for the development of the doctriné and both
still have something to contribute. In particular, Luther's understanding
of faith and of the relationship of the Christian to his God is of permanent
Vvalue, and the clarity with which the Council of Trent presents her views is

an example to us all.
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Netes to Chapter 1

On the social background I have relied largely on information given in the
following works: a) Lortz; The Reformation in Germany Vol. 1 p.3-157.
b) G. R. Elton; Reformation Europe 1517-59
c) M. Seidimeyer; Currents of Medieval Thought with
particular reference to Germany.
For details of the situation in Northern Europe during the period and for
the effect of lack of a good central government see:
Duby; Rural Economy and Country Economy in the Medieval
West p.520 et seq.
See G. R. Elton; Reformation Europe 1517-59 p.39
For the unfortunate fate of the imperial knights in the period see:
Seidlmayer p.118 et seq.
See Roland Bainton; Here I Stand p.213 and Ford; The Age of Chaucer
p.47-51.
Worman Sykes; ‘The Crisis of the Reformation quotes B. J. Kidd (The Later
Medieval Doctrine of the Bucharistic Sacrifice) "It was on this widespread
belief in the quantitative assignable and so marketablé value of each lass, -
coupled in a belief in a penal purgatory that the popular religion of
calculation and fear was based ..." p.l9.
Heiko Oberman: Forerunners of the Reformation p.7, though he warns us that
the evidence at this stage cannot be regarded as conclusive.

Je Mo Todd; Martin Luther p.7-14.

This fact is well illustrated from ihe Consilium de Emendenda Ecclesiz,
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not only from the document itself, but also from the disputes that it
prompted within the Curia. See: Jedin; History of the Council of Trent
Vol. 1.
A. G. Dickens; The Bnglish Reformation p.1975 and D. Knowles; The
Religious Orders in England Vol. IV.
There were some notable exceptions to this. The Greyfriars of London were
to give Henry VIIT much trouble in opposing the separation of England from
the Papapy and were renovned for their ocuality of living.
For a refutation of the arguf%ent that monasterie§ were at that time
morally corrupt see:

A. G. Dickens p.83.
Lorté; The Reformation in Germany Vol. 1 p.1l00
M. Seidlma&er P.112. 7Yet zs Obermazn points out it is difficult to assess
the morality of any period from sermons, since this depends as much on the
standards of the preacher as upon his congregztion. See: H. Obermann;

Forerunners of the Reformation p.9.

14) M. Seidlmayer p.ll2 emphasises the increase in the power of the Kiddle

15)
16)

17)

18)

Classes. However see Elton p.307-8 where he asserts that the sixteenth
century itself was a time of difficulty for this new class.

¥. H. H. Green: Renaissance and Reformation p.35-55.

This was particularly so zmong the humanists 6; Northern Europe. Erasmas.
and More both ridiculed the ezcesses of the traditional schools.

See Cordon Rupp: The Righteousness of God p.88-9 where Rupp argues against

the so-called voluntarism of Ockham's theology.

Heiko Oberman: Some Notes on the Theology of Nominalism. Harvard

Theological Review Vol. LIII p.47 et seq. Oberman makes only suggestions’



of the different schools and acknowledges that at the present stage of
our knowledge of nominalism little accuracy is possible.

19) Gordon Leff: Medieval Thought p.281 et seq forms the basis for this
paragravh.

20) Gordon Leff: Bradwardine and the Pelagians p.40 et seq argues that
Bradwardine was influenced as well as incensed by his nominalist
epponents.

21) The substance of the next paragraph is based on Leff: Bradwardine and
the Pelagians p.140 et seq.

22) P. S. Watson: Let God be God p.49 et seq; and CGordon Rupp: The
Righteousness of God p.l4l.

Both of these writers take the view we adopt in the thesis. However,
John Burnaby in Amor Dei considers that this gives scant justice to
scholasticism.

23) Gordon Leif: Bradwardine and the Pelagians p.188 et seq forms the basis
for the next section of the thesis on the English nominalists.

24) Heiko Oberman: The Harvest of Medieval Theology p.34-8. Oberman
discusses the implications of the distinction between the potentia
absoluta and the potentia ordinata.

25) Gordon Leff: Bradwardine and the Pelagians p.205.

26) Heiko Obermen: The Harvest of Medievel Theology forms the basis for
what we have to say concerning Biel; and J. Dempsey Douglass:
Justification in Late Hedieval Preaching forms the basis for the summary
of Geiler.

27) See Douglass p.l06.



28)
29)
30)

31)
32)

33)

34)

35)

See Oberman p.46.

See Oberman p.141.

See Oberman p.l130 et seq. "Facere quod in se est" has indeed become

the watchword for the nominalist emphasis on the role of man.

Oberman: The Harvest of the Medieval Theology p.140.

Dempsey Douglass p.110-115. Douglass here cites a number of passages in
which.Geiler emphasises the importance of freewill. By freewill man has
the power to choose not to sin. HNonetheless man does not do this except
through the guidance of the Holy Spirit.

Oberman: Harvest of Medieval Theology p.l185. Oberman comments "It is a
reliable rule of interpretation for the historian of Christian fhoug t
that the position with respect to the doctrine of predestinafion_is a
most revealing indicator of the doctrine of justification". This is
notably so in the case of Biel where Biel balances the potentia ordinata
witn the potentia absoluta and the power of freewill with the necessity
of freewill.

Forlthe doctrine of assurance in Biel see Oberman p.220 et seq. For
that of Geiler see Douglass p.l49.

The question of a late medieval school, Augustinian in its doctrine of
Justification, is discussed in Steinmetz: Misericordia Dei. He concludes
"In spite of all the qualifications which must be added in order to make
it precise, the thesis itself still stands. There was in the later
middle ages a tradition of theology which stressed the centrality of
grace'for justification and which minimised without eliminating the

significance of the human contribution" p.33. With this Oberman is in




agreement {Forerunners of the Reformation p.l23).

36) I have used Leff's "Bradwardine and the Pelagians" for this paragraph,
especially p.66 et seqg.

37) This section on Staupitz is almost entirely indebted to Steinmetz!
"ilisericordia Dei".

38) Luther and Staupitz p.45. Wolf.

39) Steinmetz p.88 et seq. Steinmetz considers that perhaps the most
important .contribution that Staupitz made to the doctrine of predest-
ination and justification is to insist on their Christocentricity.

40) This is inevitable when‘one considers the individuality of many of the
leaders of the movement; indeed one of the main features of the move-
ment was its insistance on the independence and responsibility of the
individual. In this respect Seidlmayer quotes Petrach "I am an indi-
‘vidual and would like to be completely and wholly an individual; I
wish to be true to myself so far as I can." (Currents of Medieval
Thought p.157-8)

41) R. Bainton: Here I Stand p.95-G6.

42) Gelder: The Two Reformations of the Sixteenth Century p.224 stresses
the extent to which many of the Southern Humznists disparaged the
sacramental ministrations of the church.

43) Op cit p.53.

44) Op cit p.25.

45)‘M. Philipps; Erasmas znd the Northern Renaisszsnceg chapter 2 considers
Brasmas' emphasis on the study of classics and concludes that Erasmas

regarded their study as merely a preparation for the study of Scripture.



46) 1. Seidlmayer p.155 speaks of the mysticism of the devot%# moderna
reaching tﬁe seculer classes. Yet it is not only the mysticism of the
devotia moderna which reaphed the Middle Classes. In this respect two
factors are significant as evidence for this. Firstly, many of the
nystical writings of the period were written in the vernacular e.g.
Richard Roll's "The Fire of Love" and Hilton's "An Epistle on Hixed
Life" was aimed specifically at the educated layman. Secondly, early
ﬁrinting lists and extant copies of the works themselves show a pre-
dominant lay readership (Moo;man: History of the Church of England
p.l29).

47) Por the next two paragraphs I have used E. Underhill "The Mystics of
the Church" and Clark "The Great German Mystics".

48) The mystical tradition's emphasis on humility was to have a great
influence on Luther's development, but this will be described in the
next chgpter.

49) See Hyma: Devot%ﬁlﬂoderna 1380-1520.



Notes to Chapter 2

1) Gordon Rupp traces the history of Lutheran studies in "The Righteousness
of God" p.14.

2) Op cit p.84.

3) For example in Erikson's "Young Man Luther" esp. p.36-7 and 87-8.

4) For Luther's views on the relationship between theology and philosophy
see esp. Ebeling: Luther An Introduction to His Thought p.76~-92.

5) On this both Catholic and protestant writers are in agreement. There is,
however, disagreement on the extent of Luther's emancipation from
nominalism. For example, McDonough writes "Though he (Luther) rejects
the moral optimism of Biel, does he not judge the corruptions of his own
nature by its feilure to reach pelagian standards - what man can oxr
should do ex puris naturalibus". We shall attempt to assess the truth
of this assertion in fhe final chapter.

6) Lortz: The Reformation, A Problem for Today" p.l119 et seq. Lortz
emphgsises the importance of the bible in the monastic curriculun.

7) This section of the thesis on the anfechtung is indebted ‘to Rupps The
Righteousness.of.God p.102 et seq.

8) W.4. 1:558.7.33.

9) Por the distinction between the "wrath of God's severity" and the
"merciful wrath of God" see: Rupp p.156-7.

10) See Rupp's commentis p.97 et seq.

11) #.A. 54:179.8.7.



12)
13)
14)
15)
16)

17)
18)

19)

See Rupp p.l23.
Denifle: Luther und Luthertun.
K. Holl: Ges Aufs III, Westen 171-88.
Lortz: The Reformation; A Problem for Today p.l1l1G.
H. Oberman: ITustitia Bei and Iustitia Christi. Harvard Theological
Review 1966 p.l.
Bizer: PFides ex auditu.
The relationship between Luther and St. Augustine is an exceedingly
complex subject. See:
Rupp p.139;
A. Hamel: Der Junge Luther und Augusting
H. Oberman: Iustitia Dei znd Iustitia Christi
Harvard Theological Review 1966 p.l; and
Ebeling: Luther, An Introduction to His Thought
p.141.
All of these authors, while they acknowledge the debt of Luther to the
African Bishop, emphasise the discontinuity as well as the continuity
between their views.
See Watsont Let Cod be God p.49 et seq; Prenter: Creator Spiritus
p.4 et seq; and RBupp p.1l39 et seq. These authors emphasise the dif-
Terences between the Augustinian and Lutheran concepts of love. The
differences are well illustrated from Luther's teaching concerning the
readiness of the sinner to be resigned to hell if it should be the will
of God. Such a view would have been a2lmost incomprehensible to St.

Augustine.



20) Rupp: Luther's Progress to the Diet of Worms p.43 for Luther's
relationship with mysticism and slso Rupp: The Righteouéness of God
p.149 et seq for his views on the virtue o? humilitas.

21) W.A. 1:525.

22) Steinmetz: MWMisericordia Dei esp. p.l45 et seq.

23) It is difficult to assess precisely when the discovery of the iustitia
dei as a passive justifying righteousness took place. Rupp :and
Vogelsang p.43 have attempted to date the discovery. E. Oberman is
convinced that the discovery itook place during the lectures on the
)ﬁgalms. He thinks that Luther's distinction in the Lectures on the
Psalms between the Letter and Spirit is equivalent to his latef dis-
‘tinction between the Gospel and Law. (Rupp: The Righteousness of God
P.135; and Oberman: op cit p.l et seq. See zlso Ebeling: Luther,
An Introduction to His Thought p.110).

24) YW.4. 56:157.

25) W.A. 56:360.

26) W.A. 56:312.

27) W.A. 56:312.

28) W.A. 56:312, The doctrine of the totius homo is of fundementzl import-
ance for an understanding of Luther's theology of justification. The
whole man, even his virtines, is under condemnation apart from Christ.
The whole man with Christ is Jjustified. This doctrine underlines the
difference between Augustine and Luther. The former thought of a
natural love which had to be directed aright.

29) W.A. 56:442.



30) Jedin Vol. II, p.186.
31) Michel p.124.
32) Michel p.125.
33) Michel p.126 et seq.

34) Michel p.157.



Notes to Chapter 3

1) For the reactions of the Papal Curia to papal reform see:

H. Jedin: History of the Council of Trent Yol. 1
p.419.

2) Fife: The Revolt of Martin Luther p.293-299. Fife correctly makes_-this. point.

3) Jedin: History of the Council of Trent Vol. 1 p.220 et seq traces the
history of the delay of the Council. Political factors were in this of
parazmount importance and are themselves a comment on the worldliness of
the Late Medieval Church.

4) Philip Hughes comments "While a Council was absolutely necessary, it
proved impossible to call one" (The Church in Crisis p.267).

5) Pastor: The History of the Popes Vol. IX p.254.

6) At the Council of Carthage (412) and the Second Council of Guiercy (538).

7) Cajetan was the first catholic apologist to realise that Luther's point
of departure lay in the docirine of jﬁstification. :

8) Perhzps the only exception to this was the English nominalist school
(see chapter 1). However the influence of the school was to some extent
curtailed by the condemnation at the Council of Avignon; +the school's
view of the unimportance of supernatural grace for man's salvation does
not seem to have affected the proceedings of the Councilil

9) This paragraph is based on "The Tridentine Decree on Justification in
the Light of Late Medieval Theology" (H. Oberman: Journal for Theology
and the Church Vol. 3 p.28).

10) Oberman p.54.



11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)
18)

19)

20)

21)
22)
23)
24)
25)
26)
27)
28)

29)

Michel: Les Decrets de Concile de Trente p.66.

Michel p.T2.

Michel p.72.

C.Trid IV 2, p.267.

C.Trid IY 2, p.274.

H. Jedin p.1l77 and Michel p.T1.

C.Trid IV 2, p.274.

Jedin Vol. II p.177-80 and C.Trid IV 2, p.273. Jedin expl#ins the dif-
ficulties concerning the text of John's submission.

Bishop Aquino asks "Iustitia guam? Fidei quam bona opera praeceég;funt".

e
He then proceeds to refer to the example of Abraham to substantiate his
case (C.Trid IV 2, p.327).
The onus for conversion is clearly put on man in this chapter. Grace is
seen more as a necessary. catalyst rather than the essential ingredient.
Michel p.127.
Oberman p.43 et seq.
C.Trid IV 2, p.335.
Jedin Vol. I p.380.
C.Trid IV 2, p.268.
Jedin Vol. II p.185.
Op cit p.297 et seq.
C.Trid IV 2, p.294. It is significant that the Bishop was suspected of
Lutheran sympathies, largely because of this statement. He was very much
in the minority.
C.Trid IV 2, p.276. The whole of his submission is important for under-

standing the Council of Trent at its best.



30)

31)

32)

33)
34)
35

36)
37)
38)
39)
40)
41)

42)

For the distinction between the Gospel and the Law see later. The

distinction only bpecame central for-Luther in ¢.1518, though the
thought that underlies it is already to be found in these lectures.
WeA. 56:247.

WeAe 40:489. Luther here puts the point very clearly. He says "It
follows therefore that the Law with its functions does coniribute to-
wards justification; not because it justifies but because it impels
one to the promise of grace and makes it sweet and desirable'.

See Rupp p.1l67.

W.A. 56:419.

Rupp p.ll2.

W.A. 565370,

W.A. 56:299.

W.A. 56:158.

W.A. 562204,

W.A. 56:272.

Views have varied considerably. In his own day, many catholic theo-
logians tended to think that Luther was totally disinterested in good
works, whether as a means to justification or not. Holl emphasised
that Luther did not teach a forensic doctrine of justification; he
even claimed that in Luther's view, through justification, a man was
actually made righteous. See later.

Prenter comments on this in the following words "Luther views sanctifi-

cation and justification as one inseparable act of God. (Prenter:

Spiritus Creator p.226).



51)

W.A. 562390.

W.A. 56:230.

H.A. 56:350.

Holl: Luther p. 111 et seq.

Prenter p.224.

Rupp: The Righteousness of God p.183.

W.A. 56:264.

-Ebeling: Luther, An Introduction to His Thouvght p.29. The question

of language was one which fascinated Luther. Ebeling quotes Luther
"Although the gospel came and comes every day, nevertheless it came by
means of languages, spread through them and must also be maintained
through them, ... And let us realise that we shall scarcely be able to
maintain the Gospel without languages. Languages are the sheaths in
vwhich the knife of the Spirit is contained".

W.A. 182756,

W.A. 18:768.

H.A. 8:81.

W.A. 18:502.

Ebeling p.110 et seq.

W.A. 40:206.

W.A. 40:48.

W.A. 40:485.

W.A. 8:106.

W.A. 40:23.

W.A. 30:90.



62) W.h. 52:149.
63) W.h. 57:3.

64) W.A. 40:375.
65) W.A. 57:214.
66) W.A. 8:111.

67) W.A. 18:511.
68) W.A. 57.3.99.
69) Steinmetz p.55.
70) Aulen: Christus Victor.
71) W.A. 40:367.
72) W.h. 40:361.
73) W.A. 40:371.
74) W.A. 18:505.
75) W.A. 29:23.

76) W.A. 18:484.
77) W.A. 57:108.
78) W.A. 57.3.122.



3)
4)
5)
6)
7)

8)

9)
10)
11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)

17)

Notes to Chapter 4

e.g. Hans Kung: Justification; and John Macquarrie: Piinciples of
Theology.

Lortz: The Reformaiion, 4 Problem for Today; Bouyers The Spirit and
Forns of Protestantism; and McDonough: Law and Gospel.

HcDonough p.38. Lortz is in agreement with McDomugh p.125.

L. Bouyer: The Sﬁirit and Forms of Protestantisa p.l139.

Berkouwer: The Triumph of Grace in the Theology of Karl Barth p.l74-5.
Ido Iodem. |

=H. Kﬁng: Justification p.203; V. Taylor: Reconciliation and Forgive-
ness p.33; Jereﬁias: The Message of the Wew Testament p.51; and
Whiteley: The Theology of Szint Paul p.l157.

Jeremias: The Centrzl Message of the New Testament p.53.

Vinecent Taylor: Reconciliation and Forgiveness p.53.

This point is put by Gilpatrick in Kung: Justification p.294.

C. K. Barrett: TFrom First Adam to Last p.103.

Quell and Shrenk: Righteousness p.64.

e.g. Cerfaux: The Christian in the Theology of Saint Paul p.211.

See Vincent Taylor: Reconciliation and Forgiveness p.37 et seg.
Gilpatrick p.295.

Gilpatrick p.295; Cerfaux: Christ in the Theology of Saint Paul p.328
et seq; C. K. Barrett: From First Adam to Last p.92 et seq; and

0. Cullman: Christ and Time p.217 et seq.

We have not attempted to survey the whole teaching of the New Testament



on the doctrine of forgiveness, but have referred to the Epistles of

St. Paul exclusively. There are a number of reasons for this. Firstly,
Paul has the most highly developed doctrine of forgiveness in the New
Testament. Secondly, Luther and the Tridentine Fathers relied much
upon him for this reason. Thirdly, th;re.is not space in a thesis of
this kind for a study of the doctrine of forgiveness as it is presented
in the whole spectrum of the New Testament.

18) This section of the thesis is based on Ebeling: Luther, An Introduction
to his Thoughts p.150-158.

19) T. Aquinas, Summa II, Pt. 1, Q.109, Art. 9.

20) Paul Tournier: The Strong and the Weak p.244.

21) Op cit. p.241.

22) R. S. Lee: Freud and Christianity p.166.

23) Earl of Longford: Humility p.129.

24) Gregor Smith concludes his contribution to the question of our attitude
to tradition with the following words "Faith demands to be understood.
And as soon as this demend is honestly faced, the traditienal doctrines
rlay their part; mnot as normative, not as a substitute for faith, but
as servants in the house of faith. PFaith without doctrine is a wildly
swaying weathercock, driven around by every gust of the arbitrary
imaginative or speculative power of man. Doctrine without faith is a
sullen and joyless taskmaste;; but the reality of the doctrinal trad-
ition keeps faith from fantasy." (The Doctrine of God p.47-48)

25) C. F. von Weipacker: The Relevance of Science.

26) Compare for example John lMcQuarrie's "Principles of Christian Theology



D.219-228 with Calvin's Institudws!

27) Rupp: The Righteousness.of God p.295 puts Luther's thought on the
wrath of CGod in a wider context.

28) Jenkins considers our understanding of what it means to be human as
itself a product of Christianity. (D. Jenkins: The Glory of Man)

29) F. W. Dillistone: The Christian Understgnding of the Atonement is such

en attempt. For his approach of comparison see p.23 following.
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